A Comparative Investigation of the Effects of English as a Second Language (ESL) Instruction Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) and English Submersion upon English Language Proficiency and Achievement of Limited English Proficient (LEP) Students by Kamm, Marlene Sue
Loyola University Chicago 
Loyola eCommons 
Dissertations Theses and Dissertations 
1987 
A Comparative Investigation of the Effects of English as a Second 
Language (ESL) Instruction Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) 
and English Submersion upon English Language Proficiency and 
Achievement of Limited English Proficient (LEP) Students 
Marlene Sue Kamm 
Loyola University Chicago 
Follow this and additional works at: https://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_diss 
 Part of the Education Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Kamm, Marlene Sue, "A Comparative Investigation of the Effects of English as a Second Language (ESL) 
Instruction Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) and English Submersion upon English Language 
Proficiency and Achievement of Limited English Proficient (LEP) Students" (1987). Dissertations. 2537. 
https://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_diss/2537 
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses and Dissertations at Loyola eCommons. 
It has been accepted for inclusion in Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Loyola eCommons. For more 
information, please contact ecommons@luc.edu. 
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial-No Derivative Works 3.0 License. 
Copyright © 1987 Marlene Sue Kamm 
',vi 
A COMPARATIVE INVESTIGATION.OF THE EFFECTS OF ENGLISH 
AS A SECOND LANGUAGE (ESL) INSTRUCTION, 
TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION (TBE) AND 
ENGLISH SUBMERSION UPON ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY 
AND ACHIEVEMENT OF 
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT (LEP) STUDENTS 
by 
Marlene Sue Kamm 
A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the Graduate 
School of Loyola University of Chicago in Partial 
Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree of 
Doctor of Philosophy 
November 
1987 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
After so many years, it becomes impossible to acknowledge 
all the people to whom I owe my appreciation for their support 
in the completion of this endeavor. First, I owe thanks to 
the Waukegan students and staff who participated so fully in 
the study. A debt of gratitude is owed to Doctor Don Torre-
son, Past Superintendent of the Waukegan Public Schools, for 
his constant encouragement and mentorship. 
Second, I am indebted to my committee. Dr. Allan 
Ornstein, Dr. Todd Hoover and Dr. Ronald Morgan who guided me 
through my research and encouraged me not to abandon this 
pursuit. Todd Hoover showed compassion, if not tolerance, at 
a time when the prospect of finishing seemed remote. Allan 
Ornstein's keen perceptions led me to strive for excellence 
while Ronald Morgan's valuable expertise crafted the way. 
Over the years, so many friends have given me words of 
encouragement. Mark Striegl pushed me lovingly toward my goal 
with his constant patience, tolerance and assistance. 
Barbara and Ken Oakes gave me valuable hours of encouragement 
and help. Ron Perlman and Else Hamayan inspired me to write 
and write. 
I wish to dedicate this dissertation to my parents, Max 
and Sylvia Kamm, whose love and support have always been there 
for me. 
ii 
VITA 
The author, Marlene Sue Kamm, is the daughter of Max Kamm 
and Sylvia (Katzman) Kamm. She was born on January 21, 1953 
in Chicago, Illinois. 
Her elementary education was obtained in the Chicago 
Public Schools. Her secondary education was completed in 1970 
at Evanston Township High School, Evanston, Illinois. 
In September, 1970, Ms. Kamm entered the University of 
Illinois-Champaign-Urbana Campus, receiving a Bachelor's 
Degree in Liberal Arts and Science in the teaching of Spanish 
in January, 1974. While attending the University of Illinois, 
she was elected a member of Sigma Delta Pi, Phi Beta Kappa, 
and awarded recognition as a James Scholar. In 1971, she be-
came an active member of the University's Speakers Bureau 
which traveled extensively in the United States representing 
the University of Illinois. In 1972, Ms. Kamm, sponsored by 
the Foreign Language Department at the University of Illinois, 
traveled to Spain to study Spanish at the Universities of 
Madrid and Barcelona. 
In January, 1974 she began her first professional 
teaching experience at Skiles Jr. High School in Evanston 
where she taught Spanish and English Language Arts. 
In 1975, Ms. Kamm entered Northeastern I 11 inois Uni ver-
s it y where she completed a Masters of Arts in Linguistics: 
iii 
Teaching English as a Second Language in January, 1977. 
Ms. Kamm began her second public school teaching 
experience in 1975 in the Waukegan Public Schools where she 
taught bilingual education to grades 3, 4, 5, and 6. She then 
pursued certification in Administration and Supervision at 
Northwestern University in Evanston and completed her require-
ments there in 1978. 
She is presently Director of Bilingual Education and ESL 
Programs in the Waukegan Public Schools and has been an 
administrator in various capacities since 1978. 
In 1982, she began graduate work at Loyola University of 
Chicago in Curriculum and Instruction and in 1983, was awarded 
a Schmitt Dissertation Fellowship for research at Loyola. 
Ms. Kamm is an adjunct faculty member of National College 
of Education and the University of Illinois-Chicago Campus 
where she teaches graduate coursework in bilingual education 
and English as a second language. She has written the 
following publications: 
Hoover, Todd and Marlene Kamm. "A Guide to Processing Student 
Information," Bilingual Journal, vol. v, no. 4, 1981. 
"So Juan Can't Speak English: The Library's Role in a Multi-
cultural and Multilingual Society," Illinois Libraries, vol. 
62, no. 10, December, 1980. 
Ginn Spanish Reading Program, Ginn & Company, Newton, 
Massachusetts, 1986. 
Multicultural Handbook. Evanston School District #65, 1974. 
iv 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS. ii 
VITA • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • iii 
LIST OF TABLES • vii 
LIST OF FIGURES . • • • • • • x 
CONTENTS OF APPENDICES. • • xi 
Chapter 
I. 
II. 
III. 
INTRODUCTION • 1 
Background and Nature of the Study • • • • • • • 1 
Statement of the Problem • • • • • • • • 9 
Purpose of the Study • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 10 
Importance of the Study • • • • • • • • • • 11 
Delimitations of the Study • • ••••••• 12 
Definition of Terms • • • • • • • • • • • • 13 
The Research Problem and Hypotheses • • • • • • 16 
Data Collection and Methodology •••••• 17 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE •• 19 
An Overview • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 19 
Current Status of Bilingual Education Research • 20 
Bilingual Education Approach and English 
Languge Proficiency • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 25 
ESL Methodology and English Language 
Proficiency • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 36 
'Sumary of the Literature and Related Research •• 42 
METHODOLOGY • • 46 
Introduction • • • • • • • • • • • • 46 
General Statment of the Problem • • • • • • 48 
-Description of Sample • • • • • • • • • 50 
Design • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 53 
Hypotheses • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 58 
Data Collected • • • • • • • • • • • • 59 
Instrumentation • • • • • • • • • • 61 
Procedures in Collecting Data • • • • • • • 68 
Analyses of Data • • • • • • • • • • • • 70 
v 
Chapter 
IV. 
v. 
Page 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION. • • • • • 75 
A Sociologial and Demographic Examination of 
the Final Sample • • • • • • • • • • • • 75 
Results Related to Testing Null Hypothesis #1 •• 83 
Results Related to Testing Sub-Hypothesis 1.1 
Oral English Language Proficiency • • • • • • • • 85 
Discussion of the Results Related to Testing 
ral English Proficiency - Hypothesis #1 ••••• 89 
Su -Hypothesis 1.2 - Results Related to Testing 
Eng ish Reading Skills • • • • • • • • • • • • • 91 
Dis ussion of the Results Related to Testing 
English Reading Skills - Hypothesis #1 •••••• 103 
Sub-Hypothesis 1.3 - Results Related to Testing 
English Language Skills ••••••••••••• 105 
Discussion of the Results Related to Testing 
Language - Hypothesis #1 •••••••••••• 110 
Sub-Hypothesis 1.4 - Results Related to Testing 
Math Skills ••••••••••••••••••• 111 
Discussion of the Results Related to Testing 
Math~matics - Hypothesis #1 • • • • • • .115 
Summary of Results Related to Testing 
Null Hypothesis #1 ••••••••••••••• 118 
Results Related to Testing Null Hypothesis #2 •• 121 
Results Related to Testing Null Hypothesis #3 •• 126 
Chapter Summary •••••••••••••••• 129 
CONCLUSIONS • • .133 
Summary of Findings ••••••• 133 
Effects of the Treatments on Oral English 
Language Proficiency and Basic Achievement •••• 135 
Sociological and Demographic Variables 
Related to English Acquisition ••••••••• 137 
Generalizability of Findings ••••••••••• 137 
Implications for Practitioners ••• 139 
Recommendations for Future Research ••••• 142 
BIBLIOGRAPHY •• 146 
APPENDIX A ••• 158 
APPENDIX B •• 188 
APPENDIX C •• 194 
vi 
Table 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
LIST OF TABLES 
Sociological, Linguistic and Instructional 
Variables Relating to the Acquisiton of 
English .•••...............• 
Anticipated Preliminary Design 
Number of Schools, Classrooms and Students 
Initially Sampled by Grades and Treatment 
Groups • • • • • • • • • 
Analytic Paradigm . . . . . . . . 
Reliability of LAS-I English 
. . . 
Normative Interpretation of LAS Level I Scores 
7. Contents of CAT C and CAT D Tests - Pre and Post •• 
8. 
9. 
10. 
Summary of Test Instruments Used in Student 
Testing - Pre and Post for All Groups • 
Dependent Variables Description • • 
Independent Variables Description • 
11. Independent Variables Available for Analysis •• 
12. Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Sex 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Age . . 
Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Years 
in the U.S. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Years 
of Previous Schooling . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Number 
of Siblings at Home . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Number 
of Parents at Home . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Number 
of Relatives Residing in the Home •••••• 
vii 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. . 
. . 
. . 
. . 
. . 
Page 
50 
56 
57 
59 
63 
64 
66 
68 
71 
72 
76 
77 
77 
78 
79 
79 
80 
80 
continued 
Table 
19. Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Dominant 
20. 
Home Language • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Chi-Square Analyses of English Proficiency 
and Independent Variables ••••••••• 
21. ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - LAS(E) by Pretest 
Scores and Treatment Group for First and Third 
Page 
81 
82 
Grades. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 86 
22. 
23. 
24. 
Grade 1 
- T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Oral English Proficiency . . . . . . . . . . 
Grade 3 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Oral English Proficiency . . . . . . . 
ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Reading 
Comprehension by Pretest Scores and Treatment 
Group for Grade 1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
. 
. 
. 
25. Graded 1 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
. 87 
. 89 
93 
on Reading Comprehension • • • • • • • • • • • 94 
26. ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Reading 
Comprehension by Pretest Scores and Treatment 
Group for Grade 3 • • • • • • • • • • • • 
27. Grade 3 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
95 
on Total Reading • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 96 
28. ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Reading Phonic 
Analysis by Pretest Scores and Treatment Group 
for Grade 3 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 97 
29. Grade 3 
-
T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Reading Phonic Analysis . . . . . . . . . . 98 
30. AN COVA of Post test Scores - CAT - Reading 
Structural Analysis by Pretest Scores and 
Treatment Group for Grade 3 . . . . . . . . . . 99 
31. Grade 3 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Reading Structural Analysis. . . . . . . . . . . 100 
viii 
continued 
Table 
32. ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Reading 
Comprehension by Pretest Scores and Treatment 
Group for Grade 3 • • • • • • • • • • • • 
33. Grade 3 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
Page 
101 
on Reading Comprehension • • • • • • • • • • • 102 
34. ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Spelling by 
Pretest Scores and Treatment Group for Grade 3 107 
35. Grade 3 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Spelling • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 107 
36. ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Language 
Mechanics by Pretest Scores and Treatment Group 
for Grade 3 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 108. 
37. Grade 3 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Language Mechanics • • • • • • • • • • • 109 
38. ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Mathematics 
Concepts and Applications by Pretest Scores and 
Treatment Group for Grade 3 • • • • • • • • 114 
39. Grade 3 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Math Concepts and Applications • • • • • • • 115 
40. Summary of Null Hypothesis #1 - ANCOVA Results. 119 
41. Summary of Null Hypothesis #2 - ANCOVA of Post-
test Scores - Language Acquisition by Previous 
Former Schooling - First Grade • • • • • • • • 123 
42. Summary of Null Hypothesis #2 - ANCOVA by Post-
test Scores - Language Acquisition by Previous 
Former Schooling - Third Grade • • • • • • • • 125 
43. Summary of Null Hypothesis #3 - ANCOV.A of Post-
test scores - Language Acquisition by Years of 
Residence in the U.S. - First Grade • • • • • • 127 
44. Summary of Null Hypothesis *3 - ANCOVA of Post-
test Scores - Language Acquisition by Years of 
Residence in the U.S. - Third Grade • • • • • • 128 
ix 
LIST OF FIGURES 
Figures 
1. Grade 1 - Math Mean Scores •• . . . . . . . . . . . 
2. Grade 3 - Math Mean Scores. 
x 
Page 
112 
113 
CONTENTS OF APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 
I. 
II. 
III. 
IV. 
v. 
VI. 
Illinois Administrative Code, Part 228 
Transitional Bilingual Education • • • 
Student Data Sheet • 
Parent Questionnaire • 
Parental Permission Letters. 
LAS Administration • 
CAT Overview • • • • 
APPENDIX B 
I. Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT -
Reading Total by Pretest Scores and Treatment 
Group •••••• 
II. Grade l - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT -
Analysis by Pretest Scores and Treatment 
Group. • • • • • 
III. Grade l - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT -
Vocabulary by Pretest Scores and Treatment 
Group •••••• 
IV. Grade 3 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT -
Vocabulary by Pretest Scores and Treatment 
Group. • • • • • . . ~ . . . . . 
V. Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT -
Language Expression by Pretest Scores and 
Page 
158 
161 
163 
174 
178 
179 
188 
188 
189 
189 
Treatment Group • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 190 
VI. Grade 3 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT -
Languge by Pretest Scores and Treatment 
VII. 
VIII. 
Group. • • • • • 
Grade 3 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT -
Language Expression by Pretest Scores and 
Treatment Group ••••••••••••••• 
Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT -
Math Computation by Pretest Scores and 
190 
191 
Treatment Group. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 191 
xi 
Appendix B continued 
IX. 
x. 
Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT -
~ath Concepts and Applications by Pretest 
Scores and Treatment Group • • • • • • • • • 
Grade 3 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT -
Math Computation by Pretest Scores and 
Treatment Group. • •••••••••• 
APPENDIX C 
I. Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - LAS(E) -
Oral English Proficiency by Pretest Scores, 
Treatment, Previous Schooling and Years in 
the U.S ••••• . . . . . . . . 
II. Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT -
Language Expression by Pretest Scores, 
Treatment, Previous Schooling and Years in 
III. 
the U.S ••••• 
Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT -
Total Reading, Phonic Analysis, Vocabulary, 
Comprehension by Pretest Scores, Treatment, 
Previous Schooling and Years in the U.S ••• 
IV. Grade 3 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - LAS(E) -
Oral English Proficiency by Pretest Scores, 
Treatment, Previous Schooling and Years in 
the U.S ••••• 
V. Grade 3 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT -
Spelling, Mechanics and Language Expression 
by Pret9st Scores, Treatment, Previous 
Page 
192 
192 
194 
194 
195 
197 
Schooling and Years in the U.S. • • • • • • 197 
VI. Grade 3 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT -
Reading, Vocabulary, Comprehension, Phonic 
Analysis and Structural Analysis by Pretest 
Scores, Treatment, Previous Schooling and 
Years in the U.S. • ••••••••••• 
xii 
199 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Background and Nature of the Study 
Educators are in disagreement over the most effective 
methodology to be utilized for the acquisition of English as a 
second language. Approximat~ly 5.35 million school-age 
children in the United States come from a non-English language 
background and about 2.4 million have been identified as 
limited English proficient (LEP) (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
1987; Bennett, 1986). In the state of California, for 
example, it was estimated that the number of LEP children 
increased from 326 1 000 in 1980 to 567,000 in 1986 -- a 73 
percent increase. 
The median number of years of schooling completed by 
Hispanics 25 years of age or older was 12.0 in 1987, up from 
10.8 in 1982. For the total non-Hispanic population in the 
same age group, the median number of years of schooling was 
12.7 and 12.6 in 1982 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1987). 
There is considerable controversy and contradiction concerning 
LEP students and what programs should be offered to them so 
they can have equal access to the educational process. Con-
troversy over LEP students centers primarily on establishing 
goals and appropriate methodologies for achieving an effective 
1 
2 
instructional program to rectify their English language 
deficiencies. Some legislators and educators have argued that 
programs should focus on English language instruction so that 
children might compete more effectively for education and 
employment in an al 1 Eng 1 ish-speaking society (Congressional 
Digest, March, 1987). Others believe that English submersion 
is instructional 1 y ineffective and discourages the preserva-
tion of the native language and culture of the child (Cummins, 
1982). Still others believe that existing bilingual educa-
tion programs in the United States are poorly designed, inade-
quately funded and ineptly implemented: the result is that 
they have little impact on English language acquisition, 
native language maintenance, or cultural identity (Baker & de 
Kanter, 1981). 
The most controversial of instructional approaches 
offered to LEP children center around: 1) the bilingual educa-
tion approach, 2) the English as a Second Language (ESL) 
approach, and 3) submersion. The main point of contention is 
whether emphasis should be placed on strictly English language 
instruction or on bilingual education instruction. 
Historically, opportunities for experimentation with 
bilingual programs were available through school systems and 
Tit 1 e VI I, (an amendment to the 1965 Elementary and Secondary 
act). The passage of the Bilingual Education Act of 1968 
heralded the official coming of age of the federal role in the 
education of persons with limited English proficiency. 
3 
The primary reason for the spread of bilingual education 
in the United States came from the famous 1974 decision, Lau 
v. Nichols, the U.S. Supreme Court case which overturned an 
earlier decision by the federal district courts in a class 
action suit brought by Chinese public school students against 
the San Francisco Unified School District in 1970 (Teitelbaum 
& Hiller, 1977). The Supreme Court ruled that "there is no 
equality of treatment merely by providing students with the 
same f aci 1 i ties, textbook, teachers and curriculum: for stu-
dents who do not understand English are effectively foreclosed 
from any meaningful education" (Teitelbaum & Hiller, 1977, p. 
7) • 
This Lau v. Nichols decision provided for expansion of 
the Bilingual Act which was amended in 1974. It also provided 
impetus for the passage of state legislation mandating bilin-
gual education (which followed the precedent set by Massachu-
setts in 1971 and Illinois and Texas in 1973). 
Recently, the U.S. Department of Education transmitted to 
Congress a bill entitled the Bilingual Education Improvements 
Act of 1984 to amend the Bilingual Education Act -Title VII, 
and to improve services to LEP children. 
lation will establish a broader range 
The proposed legis-
of instructional 
approaches eligible for support that would include approaches 
which do not require instruction in the child's native Ian-
4 
guage and would give local education agencies increased f lexi-
bility in designing effective programs for LEP children. 
There has never been a wider breach, as exists presently, 
between the U.S. Dept. of Education and professionals in the 
field of bilingual education. Many bilingual researchers and 
practitioners have accused U.S. Secretary of Education Bennett 
of ignoring a growing body of evidence documenting bilingual 
program successes (Crawford, 1987). 
President Reagan expressed his opinion on bilingual edu-
cation to a group of mayors in 1981, stating that "it is 
absolutely wrong and against the American concept to have a 
bilingual education program that is now openly, admittedly 
dedicated to preserving their native language and never get-
ting them adequate in English so they can go out into the job 
market" (New York Times, 1981, p. 37). 
The U.S. English organization, founded by former U.S. 
Senator S.I. Hayakawa, argued that "at the very least, bilin-
gual education retards the acquisition of English language 
skills, and the integration of the student into the American 
mainstream" (Youth Policy, 1983, p. 18). 
lilingual education & ESL approaches to language learning 
have existed since the early 19th century in various public 
school systems in the United States and internationally 
(Schlossman, 1983). Since 1970, research has been conducted 
comparing the effectiveness of various types of instructional 
programs for LEP children. In this connection, Paulston 
5 
(1978) concluded that "at the world level, the field of re-
search on bilingual education was characterized by dis-parate 
findings, inclusive results, and a study could be found to 
support virtually every possible opinion" (p. 187). 
Willig (1985) conducted a meta-analysis of selected stu-
dies on the effectiveness of bilingual education. She found 
that study results were less than conclusive due to the fol-
lowing factors which affected statistical analyses: 1) magni-
tude of the treatment effect sizes that influenced types of 
programs compared, 2) language of the criterion instruments, 
3) academic domain of the criterion instruments, 4) random 
versus nonrandom assignment of students to programs and 5) 
methodologies used to calculate findings. She concluded that 
"the unacceptable quality of the major portion of the research 
is substantiated not only by the information contained in the 
studies, but also by that not contained in the students ••• 
It is imperative that the quality of research and evaluation 
in bi 1ingua1 education be upgraded" ( p. 269). 
In the past, most knowledge about programs for LEP stu-
dents was based entirely on authority (laws and experts), the 
personal experiences of educators, and the "common sense" 
reasoning of program designers and planners. Such information 
may be important, but is in itself insufficient for making 
critical educational decisions. 
6 
Less than $500,000 has been spent by the nation to re-
search bi 1ingua1 educ at ion programs and ESL approaches, even 
though $1.8 billion has been spent on funding bilingual pro-
grams (Crawford, 1987). Educ a tors, in the past, of ten looked 
internationally for research results on the subject. The 
majority of research conducted in the United States has con-
sisted mainly of descriptive, evaluative and documentative 
case studies. There have only been a few reported longitu-
dinal and/or experimental studies occurring in the last 10 
years that have compared the different approaches to second 
language learning. 
Nationwide, there are more than 5.35 mi 11 ion school-age 
children who speak a language other than English or who live 
in households in which a language other than English is spoken 
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1987). The need to offer effec-
tive educational programs for these children is one of the 
most pressing tasks confronting policy makers and educators at 
federal, state and local levels. The need for more systematic 
research on the effects of bilingual education and ESL 
approaches is especially important in light of the prolifera-
tion of programs throughout the country and the inadequate 
funding capacities. In 1978, Troike stated that "bilingual 
education is in critical need of research, both basic and 
operationa 1, and unless it receives this support, this great 
experiment could become just another passing effort in the 
history of American education which failed to achieve its 
7 
goals -- to the detriment of millions of school children and 
of our whole society" (p. 2). Today similar statements appear 
in the 1 i terature indicating that our social and educational 
priorities have not changed. 
It is important to clarify here that ESL methodology is 
viewed as a vital, integral component of bi 1 ingual education 
programs, but is often looked upon as an approach competing 
with or negating bilingual education (Alatis, 1986). English 
as a S~cond Language, an approach developed in the 1930's to 
teach foreign diplomats and university students Eng 1 ish, was 
extended to language minority children. Typically, "pullout 
classes" were the most common form of ESL instruction. Stu-
dents were removed from regular classrooms for 45 minutes a 
day, 2 to 5 times a week, for compensatory instruction. How-
ever, during the 1950's and 1960's many civil rights commis-
sions began to claim that LEP students learned English too 
slowly through ESL instruction and could not keep up in other 
subject areas (Schlossman, 1983). An examination of the dif-
ferential effects of one methodology over the other upon 
actual acquisition of English language skills is the crucial 
question to be addressed here. 
Proponents of these two methodologies maintain many dif-
fering points of view. Some educators maintain that they 
cannot be separated if effective language results are desired. 
Spolsky (1978) claimed that "any bilingual education program 
8 
in the United States must include an effective ESL component 
and any ESL program that ignores the children's first language 
is likely to be ineffective" (p. 327). Monolingual instruc-
tion without an ESL component does not provide LEP students 
with the specialized instruction needed for the acquisition of 
English language skills (TESOL, 1986). 
The Bilingual Education Act defines bilingual education 
programs as: "the use of two languages, one of which is 
English, the other is the native language, as a medium of in-
struction. Both languages are used for the same student popu-
1 a tion -- not as an isolated effort, but as a key component of 
a program embracing a total curriculum" (Bell, 1984). 
ESL instruction and bilingual education are both designed 
to change the tradition of monolingualism and bring about 
mutual respect and understanding among people of diverse lin-
guistic and cultural backgrounds. In short, the main purpose 
of language acquisition (regardless of the methodology) is to 
enhance the understanding of people and culture. 
Another prevalent point of view that sees bilingual edu-
cation as the only approach that truly produces dual language 
abilities and dual culturalism. ESL instruction perpetuates 
linguistic imperialism and cultural aggressiveness and is not 
going to produce bilingual/bicultural individuals (Hernandez-
Chavez, 1984). 
The opposite point of view is that bilingual education 
will create a subordination of English as the primary language 
9 
in the United States and will perpetuate isolation of ethnic 
groups, cause political unrest, and eliminate assimilation. 
children will not master the English language, but instead 
will use their native 
society (Youth Policy, 
language as a crutch to succeed in 
1983). Recently, bilingual education 
has been extremely vulnerable, being the prime target of the 
burgeoning "English-only" movement which opposes bilingual 
instruction on ideological grounds and argues that it impedes 
the assimilation of new immigrants and threatens to divide 
Americans along language lines (Congressional Digest, 1987). 
statement of the Problem 
School systems throughout the country have been trying to 
meet the needs of their LEP student populations for many 
years. Currently, over 35 states have been instructed by 
legislative mandates to provide bilingual education 
approaches, while in others they have employed ESL approaches, 
submersion, immersion, or approaches placing the student in 
the all English instructed curriculum (Bennett, 1986). Many 
differing views for and against bilingual education and/or ESL 
instruction exist. Therefore, sound empirical research is 
needed to address the important questions that these 
approaches raise; i.e., is one specific instructional method 
for learning English more effective than another? Is the use 
of native language instruction an effective strategy for aca-
demic development in English? This study was designed to 
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investigate the comparative effects of three different second 
language learning approaches and a control group upon.oral 
English language proficiency and academic achievement in math, 
language and reading for first and third grade students in a 
sample of public and parochial schools. 
purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this investigation is to examine the dif-
ferential effects of models of bilingual education instruction 
and ESL instruction on the acquisition of oral language pro-
ficiency and achievement in language, reading and mathematics, 
among groups of Hispanic LEP students in the first and third 
grades in a sample of public and parochial schools. The major 
research questions to be addressed are as follows: 
la. What effect, if any, does transitional bilingual 
education instruction have on the acquisiton of 
oral English proficiency and academic skills in 
language, reading and math? 
b. What effect, if any, does ESL instruction have on 
the acquisition of oral English proficiency and 
academic skills in language, reading and math? 
c. What effect, if any, do the combination of these 
two methods have on the acquisition of oral English 
proficiency and academic skills in language, 
reading and math? 
d. What effect, if any, does the lack of any specialized 
English instruction have on the acquisition of oral 
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English proficiency and academic skills in langu~ge, 
reading and math? 
2. What effect, if any, does previous formal schooling 
experience of students have on the acquisition of 
English? 
3. What effect, if any, does the number of years re-
siding in the U.S. have on the acquisition of 
English? 
In addition, demographic data was collected related to: 
1) previous schooling background of the students, 2) the 
number of years residing in the United States, 3) the language 
predominantly used at home, 4) the socioeconomic status, 5) 
age, 6) sex, 7) the number of siblings in the family, 8) the 
number of parents in the home, and 9) the number of extended 
family in the home. 
Importance of the Study 
The analysis of data and conclusions to be drawn from 
this experimental study should help practitioners in the field 
and policymakers make important decisions concerning the 
impl emen tat ion and use of different instruct ion al approaches 
in the acquisition of the English language. 
The practitioner in the field of bilingual education is 
confused as to the effectiveness of the various approaches to 
second language learning. There are studies available that 
both support and negate the success of bilingual education and 
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ESL instruction. This study addressed a comparison of methods 
used in the Illinois area in bilingual settings. It attempted 
to answer some of the basic questions that practitioners and 
policymakers have sought answers to for the last decade: Are 
particular instructional methods for learning English more 
effective than others with LEP students? Is native language 
instruction necessary for a student to effectively gain 
English skills? How many years will it take for a student to 
acquire English proficiency? 
It is hoped that the results of this dissertation will 
contribute to the field of educating LEP students and assist 
school districts and policy makers in making sound, pedagogi-
cal decisions for future refinement of bilingual programs. 
Delimitations of the Study 
The following limitations are noted: 
1. This study was limited to samples in Waukegan public 
and parochial schools, Waukegan, Illinois. 
2. This study was limited to Hispanic first and third 
grade students enrolled in the Waukegan public 
schools and parochial schools. 
3. This study was limited to one academic school year. 
4. This study was limited to a control group of intact 
classrooms in the parochial schools. A control 
group could not exist in the public schools due to 
the Illinois Legislative Mandate for Bilingual Edu-
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cation passed in July, 1976. These rules and 
regulations of Article 14C of the Illinois School 
Code state that in every public school with an en-
rollment of 20 or more LEP students of the same 
language background, a school district must provide 
a bilingual education program. (See Appendix A-I). 
5. This study represents the predominant instructional 
approaches for t9aching English to LEP students used 
in the State of Illinois. 
6. Due to the nature of the control group, public vs. 
private schooling effects are a limitation. 
Important terms and concepts are defined below and will 
be used throughout the investigation. These definitions are 
based on federal guidelines (U.S. General Accounting Office, 
1987). 
1. Ll - The native language of the student. 
2. L2 - The target language of instruction, the second 
language being acquired by the student -- in the 
United States, this would mean English. 
3. Bilingual Education - A general approach used by 
a variety of instructional programs in schools in 
which subjects are taught in two languages, English 
and the native language of children with limited pro-
ficiency in English, and English is taught as a 
second language. 
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4. Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) - Programs of 
bilingual education with emphasis on the devel6pment 
of English language skills in order to enable 
students whose proficiency in English is limited to 
shift to an all-English program of instruction. 
Some programs include English as a second language. 
Most programs in the United States are designed 
around this model: children are taught through 
their native language (e.g. Spanish) while they 
acquire English skills. Usually after two to three 
jears (or whatever criteria is established by the 
school or state), students are exited to an all-
English program of instruction. 
5. English as a Second Language instruction (ESL) -
Programs in which students whose proficiency in 
English is limited are instructed in the use of the 
English language. Their instruction is based on a 
special curriculum that typically involves no use 
of their native language and is usually taught only 
in specific school periods. For the rest of the 
school day, the students may be placed in regular 
(submersion) instruction, immersion programs or 
bilingual programs. 
6. Submersion (SUB) - Programs in which students whose 
proficiency in English is limited are placed in 
ordinary classrooms in which English is the only 
language of instruction. 
program to help them 
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They are given no special 
overcome their language 
problems, and their native language is not used in 
the classroom. Also called "sink or swim", submer-
sion was found unconstitutional in the Supreme 
Court's decision in Lau v.s. Nichols (Teitelbaum & 
Hiller 1977). 
7. Pull-out approach - An approach in which limited 
English proficient students are segregated (pulled-
out from a mainstream class) for ESL instruction 
and/or bilingual education instruction. 
8. Limited English Proficient (LEP) - A student is 
identified as LEP if he comes from a non-English 
background and has been assessed c;iS possessing 
limited skill development in any of the following 
linguistic components of the English language: 
listening, speaking, reading and/or writing. 
9. Home language or primary language - The language 
most frequently used in the home environment and 
that language which the student has been exposed to 
for approximately the first five years of his life. 
10. Language dominance - The language that a person 
feels most at ease using for communication purposes. 
(It does not imply that that person is proficient in 
the language.) 
11. Language proficiency - The specific language skills 
possessed in a language. This is determined by the 
degree to which a person controls the syntactic, 
phonological, lexical and semantic components of 
that language. 
The Research Problems and Hypotheses 
This research study analyzed data from Hispanic students 
in first and third grades in the Waukegan public and parochial 
schools where four substantially different second language 
teaching methods were implemented. The results were analyzed 
in order to determine which method of teaching significantly 
affected students' success of learning a second language. 
Since individual learner characteristics are important 
determinants of second 1 anguage at ta in men t, the present study 
also investigated other factors independent of the mode of in-
struction that are related to successful language (L2) 
learning. 
The following hypotheses were tested in the investiga-
tion: 
1. There is no difference in English language 
acquisition and achievement in reading, language and 
math for Spanish-speaking students in the first and 
third grades across treatment conditions. 
2. There is no difference between previous formal 
schooling experience and oral English language 
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acquisition and achievement in reading and language 
across the treatment conditions. 
3. There is no difference between years residing in the 
U.S. and oral English language acquisition and 
achievement in reading and language across the 
treatment conditions. 
Data Collection and Methodology 
Data was collected from the Waukegan public and parochial 
schools on Hispanic students in first and third grades. 
Sociological, linguistic and instructional variables were col-
lected that inc 1 uded: sex, ethnic background, socio-economic 
status, years residing in the U.S., years of previous 
schooling, number of siblings, number of parents and relatives 
at home, oral fluency in Ll and L2 and data concerning teacher 
training and attitudes toward second language learners. 
At the time of posttesting, there were 160 participants 
who had been identified as LEP and were randomly assigned to 
three of the treatments in the public schools. The LEP stu-
dents participating in the parochial schools were randomly 
selected from first and third grade intact classrooms and were 
the control group. All students were pre and posttested on 
measures of oral English Language Proficiency (LAS-E), oral 
Spanish Language Proficiency ( LAS-S), achievement in Language 
(CAT), Reading (CAT) and Mathematics (CAT). 
Multivariate and univariate analyses of variance, covar-
iance, t-tests on the differP.nces between the pretest and 
18 
post test results and t-tests of the difference in means were 
used to analyze dependent and independent variable results for 
hypotheses 1, 2 and 3. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
An Overview 
The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature 
and research on English language acquisition and its relation-
ship to the bilingual education approach and the English as a 
second language approach. The first section is an overview of 
the current status of research in bilingual education. The 
second section reviews research relating to the bilingual 
education approach and the third section describes the 
research relating to the English as a second language 
approach. This part of chapter reviews specific studies that 
favored one or more of the different approaches being 
examined. The last section focuses on those non-linguistic 
variables that appear to relate to second language learning. 
There is little controversy about the need to provide LEP 
children with special services to enable them to participate 
in the regular school program. However, there is disagreement 
as to how these services should be designed and what specific 
instructional approaches are most effective. The research 
literature on the effects of bilingual education is fraught 
with contradictory findings and it is difficult for those 
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seeking information to find out what they want to know. Some 
information comes from doctoral dissertations, federal govern-
ment research contracts, small-scale studies and program eval-
uations. A major portion of these studies were conducted in 
the 1970's because government funding for research efforts in 
this vein were plentiful. The main point of contention is 
whether emphasis should be placed on only English language in-
struct ion or on the use of the native language - bilingual 
education approaches. 
current Status of Bilingual Education Research 
Research can help to determine whether or not a bilingual 
education approach or an ESL approach is the most effective 
way to teach children English and other academic skills. 
Studies have been conducted to assess the effects of various 
instructional models on student achievement as well as on 
other policy considerations such as student integration, cost, 
feasibility and the extent to which needy children are served. 
Presently, the U.S. Department of Education maintains 
that the research and evaluation results are too ambiguous to 
support the current legal requirement that most projects use 
teaching methods involving children's native language (U.S. 
General Accounting Office, 1987). 
Studies have been conducted comparing programs where 
instruction is: a) given simultaneously in the child's native 
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language and in the second language, b) given initially in the 
home language, until the child is fully functional in the 
second language and c) given primarily in the second language. 
The studies have evaluated the effect of these programs on 
language acquisition. The studies evaluated the effects of 
these models on language and reading skills, achievement in 
other subjects, such as mathematics, science, and social stu-
dies, and general cognitive development. 
Willig (1985) in her meta-analysis of selected studies on 
the effectiveness of bilingual education, pointed out that 
diverse conclusions were drawn from the few existing reviews 
of literature on the efficacy of bilingual education and have 
provided no ready answers for policy makers and have mainly 
fueled the arguments both supporting and opposing bilingual 
education. Lambert and Tucker (1972, 1977) concluded after 
years of study that it was not possible to select an optimum 
educational approach for all situations. 
Dutcher (1982) in a draft report prepared for the Educa-
tional Department of the World Bank concluded that there was 
not one answer to the question of what language approach to 
use for primary school, but several answers, depending on the 
characteristics of the child, of the parents, the local com-
munity and the wider community. 
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Simi 1ar1 y inconc 1 usi ve results were reported to the U.S. 
Department of Education in 1978 by the large-scale study by 
the American Institute for Research (AIR) (Danoff, 1978) and 
saker and De Kanter's (1981) synthesis of smaller evaluation 
studies which evaluated federal Title VII bilingual programs. 
This study evaluated Spanish/English projects in either their 
fourth or fifth year of funding. The study compared students 
enrolled in federal bilingual projects with a control group of 
students not enrol led in these projects. In general, across 
grades, federal project students performed slightly lower in 
English language arts than did non-project students and at 
about the same level in mathematics. Relative to national 
norms, project Hispanic students scored at about the 20th 
percentile in English reading and at the 30th percentile in 
mathematics. Although unusually large achievement gains were 
reported in certain classrooms in the AIR evaluation, these 
gains were found in both federal project classrooms and non-
project classrooms. There was also evidence that students in 
some bilingual classes did not do as well as language minority 
students in more traditional courses. 
Critics of the AIR evaluation (Cardenas, 1977; O'Malley, 
1978; Swain, 1979; Gray, 1981 and the Center for Applied 
Linguistics, 1977) argued that the research unfairly estimated 
the potential value of transitional bilingual education: 
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Title VII and non-Title VII students and programs may not have 
been comparable: students may not have participated in Dilin-
gual programs for a long enough time to determine any positive 
effects: and there were problems with program implementation, 
teacher training, and the availability of appropriate curricu-
lum. 
Many educators outside the second language learning field 
have also expressed their opinions. Walberg (1986) stated 
that bilingual education "research is wretchedly planned and 
executed and little can be concluded from it" (p. 71). 
Rav i t ch ( 198 6 ) asserted that the "r--e search av a i 1 ab 1 e is too 
weak, too inconclusive and too politicized to serve ~~ a basis 
for national policy" (p. 73). Rossell and Ross (1986) con-
cluded that the research did not support transitional bilin-
gual education as a superior instructional technique for in-
creasing the English language achievement of LEP children. 
In 1982, the Harvard Educ a ti on Review reviewed reported 
effects of alternative instructional 
achievement. It concluded that bilin-
neither better nor worse than other 
findings comparing the 
approaches on student 
gual programs were 
instructional methods. 
Fairfax County, Virginia, a large district in suburban 
Washington with LEP students from 50 different language 
groups, has often been cited as an example of the impracti-
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cality of bilingual education. In 1980, Fairfax officials won 
a four-year battle with the U.S. Office of Civil Rights for 
approval of a Lau plan that featured only ESL instruction. 
Federal authorities conceded that children were learning in 
the well-financed program, where student-teacher ratios 
averaged 12 to 1 and the district was spending $750 per LEP 
child in addition to a pre-pupil expenditure of $2,696 
(Crawford, 1987). These studies, like many others, have not 
taken into consideration many other variables affecting stu-
dent achievement or program characteristics general 1 y asso-
ciated with program quality. Few studies have shown one 
theoretical teaching technique to be clearly superior to 
another. The studies have not shown optimum instructional 
models, given specified characteristics associated with stu-
dents, programs and the community. Some of the shortcomings 
of many of the studies which have been done in the last decade 
and a half are as follows: 
No control for socio-economic studies 
Inadequate sample sizes, improper techniques or 
excessive attrition rate 
No baseline comparison data, no control group or 
non-relevant comparisons 
No control for initial language dominance 
Significant differences in teacher qualifications 
or characteristics, or other confounding variables, 
and 
Insufficient statistical information or improper 
statistical applications (Willig, 1985). 
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It has been especially difficult to draw conclusions and make 
generalizations based on studies which have been conducted in 
different settings. All these factors should be taken into 
consideration. 
Bilingual Education Approach and English Language Proficiency 
The following studies found instructional learning in the 
native language to be effective: 
In Calexico, California, at the Rockwood School, 95% of 
the students speak little or no English and nearly 80% come 
from homes receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children. 
In 1983, prior to implementing transitional bilingual educa-
tion, achievement levels at Rockwood were the lowest among the 
district's five elementary schools. By 1985, they were the 
highest. Rockwood's 6th grades are scoring near state norms 
in English language arts and above the norms in mathematics 
(Crawford, 1987). 
At Bell Garden Elementary School in Los Angeles County, 
students are overwhelmingly Hispanic and poor. Eighty percent 
of students enter kindergarten with limited English proficien-
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cy. However, when these youngsters are ready to transition 
from bilingual classes around 4th grade -- studies show 
they are able to achieve at grade level in mainstream classes 
(Crawford, 1987). 
In 1985, Edmund Lee, director of Alhambra's Assessment 
center found that 4th, 5th and 6th grade Chinese students who 
had completed the district's bilingual program performed as 
well as, or better than, their English-speaking peers from 
both Chinese and non-minority backgrounds in reading and sig-
nificantly better in language. In math, both groups of 
Chinese students scored substantially higher than non-minority 
students (Assembly Office of Research-California, 1986). 
In 1985, Hakuta, a psycholinguist at Yale University, 
reported on his research at the American Psychological 
Association Conference. He presented findings to indicate 
that "children who grow up speaking two languages display 
superior cognitive abilities ••• the more a child used both 
Spanish and English, the greater his intellectual advantage in 
skills underlying reading ability and non-verbal 
logic ••• rather than making children more confused, what was 
learned in one language seemed to help in their intellectual 
development in the other ••• Bilingual children scored higher on 
tests of mental flexibility, the ability to consider alter-
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native solutions to problems, than children who only spoke 
English" (Goldman, 1985, p. 21). 
Krashen (1985) has performed considerable research on 
learning a second language and sets forth two requirements for 
learning a second language: 1) understandable instruction and 
2) a low anxiety learning situation. Thus, "bilingual 
programs that combine solid subject matter teaching in the 
native language and comprehensible input in English as well, 
are usually better than all-day English programs" (p. 20). 
The Association for Supervision and Curriculum Develop-
ment (A.S.C.D.) convened an independent panel of experts on 
bilingual education in 1987 and released a report that con-
cluded that there was considerable evidence for the effec-
tiveness of bilingual education and that dual-language in-
struction improved both academic achievement and English pro-
ficiency (Crawford, 1987 ). 
At Rock Point Community School, Navajo kindergarteners 
get 70% of their instruction in Navajo, and first graders 
learn to read in Navajo, but by third grade, children use 
their native language for only about an hour a day. By the 
end of elementary school, these students lag only three months 
behind national norms on standardized reading tests 
(Harvard Education Letter, 1986). 
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At the Carpenteria School District, Santa Barbara, Cali-
fornia, an intensive Spanish-only preschool program e~ists 
that has been very successful in raising students' readiness 
ski 11 s for kindergarten. Prior to this experiment, Spanish-
speaking students entering kindergarten tended to average 
about eight points lower than English-speaking students. At 
the end of one year, students in the experiment scored 23.3 
vs. the English-speaking students' score of 23.4 and 16.0 by 
the Spanish-speaking students in a transitional bilingual pre-
school (Campos & Keatinge, 1984). Cummins (1986) commented on 
these results, pointing out the significant power that de-
velopment in the primary language has for transfer to a second 
language. 
Since many research studies were done in the early 1970's 
because of the plentiful monies available through the Title 
VII Bilingual Education Act and government contracts, it is im-
portant to review them. Many concluded that bilingual edu-
cation was an effective tool for second language learners and 
reported findings which are similar to the studies conducted 
more recently. 
In the St. Lambert Study in Canada, Lambert and Tucker 
(1981) evaluated an immersion program exclusively in French in 
kindergarten and first grade, and primarily in French from 
grades 2 through 4, except for one hour of English language-
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arts instruction each day. At the end of the 4th grade, the 
children read as well in English as the English control ~roup. 
They also performed extremely well in French when compared 
with French-Canadian children in a regular French program. 
In the Redwood City Study in California, Cohen (1970-75) 
examined a K-3 bilingual program for Mexican-American children 
in which reading and other subjects, such as mathematics, 
science, and social studies were introduced in both Spanish 
and English. The children were compared with a control group 
taught exclusively in English, sometimes with ESL instruction. 
Results indicated that the bi 1 ingual groups scored better in 
Spanish language skills while the control group scored better 
in English language skills. Results for mathematics were 
mixed. 
In the Rizal Study in the Phillipines, Tucker (1977) 
studied the children in Tagalog-speaking areas who were 
instructed in the 1oca1 vernacular in the ear 1 y grades. The 
grades at which English reading and English subject matter in-
struction were introduced varied. Results indicated that the 
grade at which English reading was introduced and the sequen-
cing of vernacular and English reading made no difference in 
English reading achievement. However, English proficiency was 
directly related to the number of years English had been used 
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as the medium of instruction. The group taught exclusively in 
English did best in all content areas. 
Brown (1978) conducted a study in Illinois on the effect 
of language used for early reading instruction with first and 
third grade Spanish-speaking children. It showed that English 
proficiency was least fostered by reading instruction in 
Spanish only, followed by bilingual instruction, with those 
students receiving instruction only in English becoming most 
proficient, but still far less so than their English-speaking 
peers. 
A three year study by Rosier (1978) compared two 
approaches for introducing reading to Navajo children of 
limited English speaking ability in Arizona. It found that 
the direct method -- English as a Second Language in com-
parison to the Native Language method did not produce results 
as effective in developing reading proficiency as did the 
native language approach. With the latter approach students 
first developed reading proficiency in the native language and 
later, at the second grade level, transferred to English 
reading. It revealed that children who received bilingual in-
struction scored higher after two years in reading achieve-
ment than children instructed in the second language only. 
Conclusions of this study suggested that students need at 
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least three or four years of bilingual instruction before the 
effects of such instruction can be measured. 
Dutcher (1975) performed research in Chiapas, Mexico 
where she found third grade Indian children who learned to 
read in the vernacular of that area first and then in Spanish 
scored higher on tests in Spanish reading comprehension after 
the third grade than Indian students who did not learn to read 
in their vernacular. 
Two studies of Finnish migrant children in Sweden (1976) 
compared the effects of programs which taught only in Swedish 
versus instruction given in both Finnish and Swedish. 
Skutnabb-Kangas, Tove and Toukomaa ( 1976) found that Finnish 
achievement was best for students who had some in-struction in 
Finnish, whereas Swedish achievement was lowest for those who 
had no instruction in Finnish. The results of the second 
study also favored bilingual instruction. Chi 1 dren who were 
taught primarily in Finnish in grades l through 3 and in 
Swedish in grades 4 through 6 achieved well in both Finnish 
and Swedish. 
The following studies favored learning in both the native 
and second language: 
The immersion model, best known in Canada, was based on 
the premise that Eng 1 ish-speaking students could receive the 
majority of their elementary school education through a medium 
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of a second language (French) without retardation of first 
language or scholastic skills. Also, it was hoped that the 
students would develop positive attitudes towards speakers of 
the second language (French) while maintaining positive iden-
tification as English-Canadians. Results of these programs 
have confirmed that immersion students do indeed become fun-
ctionally bilingual, and equal or surpass their monolingual 
peers in Eng 1 i sh 1 anguage deve 1 opmen t and achievement (Lam-
bert & Tucker, 1972: Lambert, 1982: Swain, 1978: Snow, 1986). 
Bilingual immersion programs in the U.S. employ a curric-
ular design which shares the basic assumption of the immersion 
model that a second language is best learned as the medium of 
instruction. However, bilingual immersion programs differ in 
that second language learners are not separated from native 
speakers of the target language for purposes of instruction, 
but rather, the two language groups are purposefully mixed. 
Also, the immersion programs have traditionally been designed 
exclusively for language majority (English-speaking) students 
as foreign language enrichment programs, the bilingual immer-
sion program serves the needs of both language majority and 
language minority students. Thus, the language majority stu-
dent receives foreign language instruction within the school 
setting and the language minority student benefits from the 
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opportunity to maintain the native language while acquiring 
English (Snow, 1986). 
In 1982, Torrance reported the longitudinal results of 
Spanish-English bilingual immersion programs in the San Diego 
Unified School District. District evaluations showed that on 
the average, project stud~nts equaled or surpassed established 
norms for oral language development, reading and mathematics 
in both languages by the completion of elementary school. 
In September, 1987, the Dade County, Florida schools de-
cided to bring before their Board of Education a proposal to 
implement a bilingual immersion model beginning in kinder-
garten that would allow non-Hispanic students the opportunity 
to study Spanish (Gold, 1987). 
In the El Paso Independent School District, Spanish-
speaking students taught primarily in Eng 1 ish are outperfor-
ming those taught mainly in Spanish, without sacrificing their 
native language skills. These 2,500 students in grades 1 
through 3 received a modified form of English immersion and 
scored higher on most standardized tests than those in the 
state's transitional bilingual education program. At least 60 
to 90 minutes a day are spent on Spanish language development 
(Gold, 1987). 
In the first year of a four-year longitudinal study in 
Texas by S.~.A. Technologies, Inc., limited English proficient 
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students in bilingual programs consistently outperformed 
"immersion strategy" students in reading, language arts and 
mathematics tests conducted in both English and Spanish. This 
four-year study was designed to compare about 4,000 LEP kin-
dergarteners, first graders and third graders enrolled in 
immersion classes (Crawford, 1986). 
Cohen and Brown (1979) performed an evaluation in moder-
ate-to-small school districts in downstate Illinois that 
revealed the fol lowing: achievement tests scores indicated 
that students with more years in the bilingual program scored 
higher in both the productive English skills (reading and 
writing) and receptive skills (listening and speaking). It 
appeared that bilingual schooling had enhanced cognitive 
development. However, bilingual schooling did not appear to 
enhance native language skill in all areas: it also appeared 
that attitudes toward self, school and community were nega-
tively influenced by years of bilingual schooling. Language 
usage in the home also effected the de-velopment of native 
language proficiency. 
Carsrud (1975) performed an evaluation of achievement 
outcomes in an Austin, Texas five-year Title VII Bilingual 
Education Project. This project was intended to improve the 
achievement of elementary students in the following areas: 
oral language proficiency, knowledge of basic concepts, 
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reading ability in Spanish and English, and proficiency in 
mathematics. Results indicated that program participants 
gained in knowledge of basic concepts at the kindergarten 
level, and to some extent in Spanish reading ability. Fifth 
grade students showed greater achievement than their non-
project peers in English reading. However, in fifth grade 
math and fourth grade reading and math, project students and 
non-project students did not differ in their rate of gains. 
The gap in achievement between Spanish-dominant or bilingual 
students and their English-dominant peers remained. 
A similar project evaluation conducted in Clovis, New 
Mexico (1979-80) also attempted to improve student achieve-
ment of LEP students in grades pre through sixth. Student 
achievement was measured in the areas of language arts, math, 
reading, self-concept and favorable emotional development. 
Language arts objectives were achieved by grades 3 and 4 and 
math objectives by grades 3, 4 and 5, but reading objectives 
were not achieved by any grade level. Projected growth in 
self-concept did not occur in any level. Grade 6 students 
showed no significant growth in any measured area. 
Based on a review of these and similar studies, re-
searchers have hypothesized that certain conditions may be re-
lated to the success of particular program models. Immersion 
programs that teach initially in the second language may be 
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more likely to succeed when: 1) children come from middle -
or upper-class homes; 2) children's linguistic ability in the 
native language is highly developed; 3) the home language has 
high status in the community; 4) there is a strong incentive 
for the children to learn a second language; 5) there are 
positive expectations for student success; 6) there is strong 
community and parent support for the instructional program; 
and 7) program quality is high and is specifically designed 
for children who are learning a second language (Cummins, 
1982; Paulston, 1982; Tucker, 1981; and Snow, 1984). 
Conversely, some observers suggest that initial learning 
in the native language might be more desirable, both 
academically and psychologically, for children who come from 
low-income families and who are not proficient in their native 
language: in communities where the home language has low 
status; for students likely to leave school in the early 
grades: and where teachers are not members of the same ethnic 
group as the students and may be insensitive to their values 
and traditions (Cummins, 1986: Wong-Fillmore, 1983). 
ESL Methodology and English Language Proficiency 
As far back as 1975, as a result of the Lau Remedies, the 
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare rejected ESL 
as a remedy for elementary school students who did not speak 
English (Hakuta, 1986). In 1987, the U.S. Department of 
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Education is fighting to amend Title VII to allow school 
districts the flexibility to use alternative methods such as 
the ESL approach (Bennett, 1987). 
Very few studies have investigated the effects of ESL 
instruction in the elementary grades because of the federal 
and state laws which have prescribed only transitional bilin-
gual education approaches when students numbered 20 or more 
from one language background. Consequently, most investiga-
tions have been done with the low incidence language groups 
represented and predominantly with secondary level and adult 
learners. 
The predominant ESL pullout program has often been 
developed in schools where students come from a number of dif-
ferent language backgrounds or where therP. is only a small 
number of LEP students -- that is, in settings where bilingual 
programs are difficult to implement. Criticisms of pullout 
programs center on three concerns: 1) the LEP students may be 
missing important concept development during the time they are 
absent from the regular classroom: 2) there may be a damaging 
stigma attached to being pulled-out of class, since this tends 
to signify the presence of some kind of problem in the eyes of 
the students: and 3) an ESL component conceived exclusively in 
terms of pullout instruction may not be sufficient to meet the 
needs of most LEP students, as there may be an additional need 
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for second language development to be taking place during 
reqular content-area instruction (Milk, 1985). 
In 1983, a study conducted in Des Moines, Iowa, by 
weslander and Stephany, with 577 LEP - Southeast Asian 
students in grades 2 through 10 who received 50 to 100 minutes 
daily of ESL instruction concluded that more ESL instruction 
was beneficial during the first year of schooling, but had 
diminishing effects during the second and third years. These 
findings were the results of evaluations done for six years in 
the district. 
Williams (1978) traced the progress and problems of 
Spanish-speaking fourth-graders who had learned to read only 
in English. Results of the study show a high degree of corre-
lation between oral fluency in Spanish and English, and 
reading ability in English. These students had high degrees 
of fluency in Spanish when introduced to English-only instruc-
tion. 
Stovall (1977) observed and analyzed the communication 
strategies of Spanish-speaking children enrolled in an elemen-
tary ESL program in Austin, Texas. The linguistic strategies 
she examined revealed errors by students, but these were 
deemed incidental in the development of communicative ability 
in a second 1 anguage. 
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Legarreta (1979) conducted a longitudinal study investi-
gating the effects of five different program models on.both 
acquisition of English and maintenance of Spanish by native 
Spanish-speaking kindergarten children. The five program 
models were: 1) traditional instruction given in English, 
with no ESL instruction (Sink or Swim): 2) traditional 
instruction with daily ESL: 3) bilingual instruction, using 
the concurrent translation approach, and no ESL; 4) bilingual 
instruction, using the alternate immersion approach and no 
ESL: and 5) bilingual instruction using the concurrent 
translation approach, with daily ESL instruction. Inter-
action analysis data gathered in the bilingual classes indi-
cated that balanced language use (50% Spanish/50% English) 
occurred in the groups using the concurrent translation 
approach. 
Using planned comparisons on the multivariate analysis of 
gain scores, the bi 1 ingual treatments ( 4 and 5) produced sig-
nificantly greater gains in English oral comprehension and 
communicative competence in Spanish and English. Finally, ESL 
instruction (2 and 5) did not facilitate English oral com-
municative competence, but did f aci 1 i tate Eng 1 ish receptive 
comprehension at initial stages. Treatments without ESL in-
struction (1, 3 and 4), showed significantly higher gains in 
Spanish. It appeared that bilingual program models with 
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balanced language input are most facilitative for both Spanish 
and English acquisition by children. 
Fatham (1976) examined the effect that certain environ-
mental variables had upon learning to speak English as a 
second language. Approximately 500 elementary and high school 
students, enrolled in ESL classes in public schools in 
Washington, D.C., were administered pre and post oral 
production tests. The scores were used to assess the progress 
made during the school year by these students in learning to 
speak English. It was found that all groups of students made 
significant progress in speaking English during the school 
year, but that those making the most marked improvement were 
in school settings where the use of English was encouraged and 
necessary for effective communication. 
A review of several studies by Long (1983) suggest that 
ESL instruction is effective. In these studies, where 
students sacrificed exposure to the second language for ESL 
instruction, such as ESL pul 1-out at the elementary and 
secondary levels (Hale and Sudar, 1970: Fatham, 1976) there is 
some indication that instruction helped. 
The two studies focusing on the amount of ESL instruction 
(e.g~, 3, 5 or 7 hours per week) revealed ambiguous results. 
Fatham's (1976) study could be interpreted as showing a 
positive effect for the amount of instruction. However, this 
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conclusion depends on the particular interpretation of test 
score gains because low proficiency students had more ESL 
instruction. 
In two other studies where matched learners experienced 
the same exposure but different amounts of ESL instruction, 
Krashen and Seliger (1976) formed positive effects for more 
instruction. Their findings suggest that more instruction can 
actually compensate for less exposure to the language. 
Several studies reviewed by Long (1981) focused on the 
effects of varying amounts of instruction and exposure in 
populations with differing total amounts of instruction plus 
exposure. (Briere (1978) and Krashen, James, Zelinski and 
Usprich (1978) found stronger effects for instruction than 
exposure, Carroll (1976) found a weaker effect, and Chihara 
and 01 ler ( 1978) found no effects for exposure. Since multi-
variate methods were not used, however, interpretation of the 
results is problematic because the effects of more ESL 
instruction, or more language exposure, cannot be distin-
guished from the effects of more total instruction plus expo-
sure. 
In 1979, Ramirez and Stromquist investigated ESL metho-
dology in bilingual education settings with 18 ESL classes. 
They found that predominant ESL teaching practices that empha-
sized mechanical 1 anguage drills and adherence to a specific 
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sequence of skills were ineffective. Practices that empha-
sized correction of grammatical errors as opposed to· pro-
nunciation errors, and questioning techniques with guided 
responses were more effective. 
summary of the Literature and Related Research 
The review of the literature for the bilingual education 
approach at the elementary level is more extensive than the 
ESL approach, mainly because of the existence of politics that 
maintains the ESL approach as an integral component of bilin-
gual education approaches. ESL instruction in isolation with 
predominantly Spanish-speaking youngsters is almost non-exis-
tent because of the legislation recognizing bilingual educa-
tion as "the approach." Nevertheless, there is considerable 
evidence supporting both methodologies as being effective in 
the acquisition of language proficiency. 
On the bilingual education side, much of the research has 
been evaluative and descriptive in nature (i.e., see Rosier, 
1978: Rodriguez-Brown, 1978: Carsrud, 1975: Lambert and 
Tucker, 1981: Cohen and Rodriguez-Brown, 1979) and genera 11 y 
supportive of the notion that a bilingual education approach 
is effective in the acquisition of English language skills. 
In Willig's (1985) meta-analysis of 23 evaluation studies 
that Baker and de Kanter (1981) had reported, she found "in 
every instance where there did not appear to be crucial 
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inequalities between experimental and comparison groups, chil-
dren in the bilingual programs averaged higher than the· com-
parison children." 
There is little "true" experimental research existing at 
present that examines the bilingual education approach in 
comparison to the ESL approach in the same setting. Most 
studies have only concentrated on the variant methods being 
used for the bilingual education approach. 
ESL researchers, for the most part, have also stayed 
clear of the issues of bilingual education due to the politics 
involved. However, in the last eight years there has been an 
increased generation of studies designed to look at ESL in 
conjunction with the bilingual education approach and also in 
isolation (i.e., see Milk, 1985: Wong-Fillmore, 1983: Lambert 
and Tucker, 1981: Long, 1983: Legaretta, 1979: Ramirez and 
Stromquist, 1979). 
It should also be noted that many of the empirical 
studies conducted in the area of ESL have concentrated on 
adults and very little information is available with reference 
to elementary students (See Cooper, 1978). 
Earlier studies on the effects of ESL instruction with 
elementary students suggested that ESL had little effect on 
certain aspects of language learning. Dulay and Burt (1973) 
and Fatham (1975) reported that students enrolled in ESL 
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classes did not necessarily learn English faster than those 
not enrolled in ESL instruction. 
The results of all these studies should be carefully 
evaluated, inasmuch as ESL and bilingual education can be 
operationally defined in a number of ways. Willig reported in 
her meta-analysis of 23 studies, which echoed the results of 
others, that much of the research was confounded and incon-
c 1 usi ve. Ornstein and Mi 11 er ( 1980) pointed out that a 1977 
evaluation of bilingual education programs identified a lack 
of both research effectiveness and teaching methods as major 
problems. Baker and de Kanter (1981) examined over 300 docu-
ments concerning bilingual education approaches and only 28 
were considered adequate methodologically. The status of 
research represents a level of knowledge about the role of 
language in education that has already been judged as insuf-
ficient for policy analysis (Hernandez-Chavez, Llanes, Alvarez 
and Arvizu, 1982). 
One of the contributing factors to the problems 
associated with the research on bilingual education and ESL is 
that, un 1 i ke many other federa 1 efforts, this experiment in 
education was undertaken as an "act of faith" as well as 
submission to political pressure (Sancho, 1980). There was 
virtually no existing research upon which to build or refine 
this educational experiment (Sancho, 1980: Troike, 1978). 
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Nearly two decades have passed since the passage of the 
Bilingual Education Act of 1968 and although the quality of 
research has increased somewhat, it has been surrounded by so 
much political and academic criticism that results have been 
declared useless or invalid (Sancho, 1980). 
Current research efforts are being aimed at identifying· 
factors, other than pedagogical approaches, which appear to 
relate to the successful acquisition of the English language. 
Nevertheless, few efforts are being made to examine these 
methodologies under "true" experimental conditions or even 
"quasi-experimental" conditions. The field-based project 
reported here was designed to compare the bilingual education 
and ESL instructional approaches. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
The review of the literature reveals that there are few 
conclusive findings to indicate that an ESL approach is 
superior to a bilingual approach and vice versa. The research 
findings appear inconc 1 usi ve and provide support and nonsup-
port for both approaches. A majority of the studies have 
serious methodological shortcomings (Baker & de Kanter, 1981: 
Willig, 1985: Hakuta, 1986). Various forms of second language 
approaches are being implemented in schools throughout the 
country, without having any sound, empirical basis for their 
implementation. 
In the State of Illinois, Transitional Bilingual Educa-
tion (TBE) has been mandated since July 1976 by the Illinois 
School Code - Article 14C. It states that in every school 
attendance center which has 20 or more limited English 
speaking students, a bilingual education program must be pro-
vided. As of 1986, the law was amended to include all those 
students limited in English in any school attendance center, 
even when there are less than 20. All such students must now 
be provided a Transitional Program of Instruction (TPI) to 
meet their language needs. 
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In the Waukegan Public Schools, TBE instruction and ESL 
instruction have been provided since 1971. Students entering 
the Waukegan Public Schools from a non-English background are 
immediately screened and tested to determine their oral 
,_ 
~ English language proficiency. These students, according to 
the test results, are the target population eligible for 
bilingual education or ESL instructional services. These 
programs presently serve 1,200 LEP students. Students come 
from 12 different language backgrounds with Spanish being the 
majority language background of this population. 
The State Board of Education annually examines bilingual 
education programs in Illinois that receive reimbursement from 
the state for the excess costs of their programs. A major 
problem in this process of evaluation is that many different 
instructional approaches are used throughout the State, so it 
is virtually impossible to establish comparison groups that 
are statistically valid. 
In the study reported here, the investigator was in a 
unique posit ion to control for the randomization of partici-
pants in the 3 experimental treatment groups, (ESL Pullout, 
Transition al Bi 1 ingual Education and ESL Pu 11 out, and Tran-
sitional Bilingual Education), in the Waukegan Public Schools. 
However, due to legislative restrictions, the fourth treatment 
group (Control-Submersion) had to be established in the Wauke-
gan community parochial schools. Legal restrictions as well 
as ethical concerns made it impossible to carry out a true 
48 
experimental study because any student identified in a public 
school district as LEP is eligible for some type of instruc-
tional intervention. Thus, in order to find an equivalent 
group of participants who are LEP and are a truly "zero treat-
ment" control group, a parochial school control group, not 
bound by this state and federal legislation was used. As 
previously stated in the Review of the Literature, most of the 
studies conducted thus far have had numerous methodological 
weaknesses, the most important ones stemming from the lack of 
randomization of participants and the failure to include a 
control group that was equated with the experimental groups 
(Willig, 1985: Hakuta, 1986). 
As a result of the above observations, the major intent 
of this study was to provide valid, empirical data that would 
assist practitioners and legislators in the field to make 
refinements to existing programs in Illinois. In this experi-
ment, particular care was taken for control over randomization 
and background variables of all participants. 
General Statement of the Problem 
This study is designed to investigate and compare 4 
variate second 1 anguage learning approaches and their effect 
on 1) the acquisition of oral language proficiency in English 
and 2) the acquisition of achievement skills in English as 
evidenced in language, reading and math. The following ques-
tions were addressed: 
-' 
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1. What effect, if any, does TBE instruction have on the 
acquisition of oral English proficiency and achieve-
ment in language, reading and math? 
2. What effect, if any, does ESL instruction have on the 
acquisition of oral English proficiency and achieve-
ment in language, reading and math? 
3. What effect, if any, does TBE with ESL pullout in-
struction have on the acquisition of oral English 
proficiency and achievement in language, reading and 
math? 
4. What effect, if any, does the Submersion Approach 
have on the acquisition of oral English proficiency 
and achievement in language, reading and math? 
5. What effect, if any, do the factors of years residing 
in the United States and previous schooling back-
grounds have on the acquisition of English skills? 
Sociological (sex, age, socio-economic status), linguis-
tic (oral fluency in English and Spanish) and instructional 
variables (previous formal schooling, special instruction) 
which appeared to relate to the acquisition of skills among 
LEP students of grades 1 and 3 were also considered. These 
variables are depicted in Table 1. 
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TABLE l 
sociological, Linguistic and Instructional Variables Relating 
to the Acquisition of English 
sociological 
sex 
Ethnic background 
socio-economic 
level 
Years in the U.S. 
Variables 
Linguistic 
Oral fluency in Ll 
Oral fluency in L2 
Description of the Sample 
Instructional 
Years of previous 
schooling 
Special program 
assistance 
Teacher training 
Teacher attitudes 
toward L2 learners 
The City of Waukegan, which has a population of approxi-
rnately 70,000, is located north of Chicago on Lake Michigan. 
It is an industrial community, and over the years has 
attracted people of various socio-economic backgrounds and 
ethnicity. 
The Waukegan Public Schools' student population in 1984 
was 12,023, with 26% of this population coming from Hispanic 
origins and language minority backgrounds. 
The students participating in the investigation were of 
Hispanic origin -- Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, South Ameri-
51 
can and Central American, ranging in ages 6 to 10. They 
attended the first and third grades of 3 elementary Waukegan 
public and 2 elementary parochial schools. 
Teachers in 5 schools were requested to provide lists of 
Spanish background students in their classrooms. Next to each 
student's name, teachers were requested to verify the stu-
dent's birthdate, age and ethnic background. The subjects 
were all pre-tested for English and Spanish language profi-
ciency with the Language Assessment Scales Test (LAS). 
In order to identify an appropriate random sample, all 
first and third graders of Hispanic origin were administered 
the Language Assessment Scales Test which determined English 
and Spanish oral language proficiency. Levels of English 
language proficiency are defined as follows according to the 
LAS Technical Manual: 
Level 1 - Minimal Production - At level 1, the student 
produces only isolated words and expressions. 
Level 2 - Fragmented Production - At level 2, a few 
isolated phrases and fragmented or very simple sen-
tences are produced. Sentences are normally inco-
herent and may be difficult to associate with the 
storyline. 
Level 3 - Labored Production - At level 3, complete 
sentences are produced with systematic errors in syn-
tax and fact. Sentences are longer and more coherent 
52 
than in level 2 and, as in both levels 1 and 2, there 
may be slight developmental differences. 
Level 4 - Near Perfect Production - At level 4, the 
student produces coherent sentences with native-like 
fluency with only an occasional error in either syntax 
or vocabulary. 
Level 5 - Perfect Production - At level 5, the student 
produces complete sentences which are coherent, 
syntactically correct for his/her developmental age 
and reflect accurate reproductions of language. At 
level 5, the student is an articulate native speaker. 
(Language Assessment Scales Test, 1981). 
Those students who tested out as oral English proficiency 
levels 1 - 3 were randomly assigned to one of the three 
already established treatment groups in the public schools. 
Those identified as oral English proficiency levels 1 - 3 in 
the parochial schools were eligible for the control group. Of 
the 323 students pretested, 250 were eligible for inclusion in 
the study. The subjects were randomly assigned to one of the 
three treatments in the public schools -- the ESL Pullout, the 
Transitional Bilingual Education and ESL Pullout, or the Tran-
sitional Bi 1 ingual Education treatment. The Control Group-
Subme rs ion consisted of those students in intact first and 
third grade classes in the parochial schools. 
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oesign 
A total of 80 first and 80 third grade Spanish background 
subjects participated in one of the three treatment groups and 
the control group. A pretest/posttest control group design 
was used, consisting of the three experimental treatment 
groups and the control group: 
Treatment Group #1 - ESL Pullout Approach: 
These students were immersed in a monolingual classroom 
with English instruction in all content areas, but they were 
pulled out daily for 60 minutes to participate in ESL instruc-
tion. The regular teacher was a monolingual elementary certi-
fied individual. They received a structured language acquisi-
tion program designed to teach English to students whose 
native language is not English. These subjects did not re-
ceive native language support - Spanish instruction - in any 
of their daily academic or non-academic school day. All LEP 
students were in a mainstream classroom with other native 
speakers of English. 
Treatment Group #2 - Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) 
and ESL Pullout Approach: 
These students were assigned to a bilingual classroom 
setting consisting of native speakers of English and LEP 
students. The teacher was an elementary bilingual certified 
individual. These subjects received 90 minutes of native 
language instruction in this setting daily and were pulled out 
of this classroom for 60 minutes daily to receive ESL instruc-
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tion. They received all of their native language instruc-
tional support from the bilingual teacher in their regular 
elementary setting. 
instruction. 
This teacher did not provide any ESL 
Treatment Group #3 - Transitional Bilingual Education Approach: 
These students were assigned to a bilingual classroom 
setting consisting of native speakers of English and LEP 
students. The teacher was an e 1 emen tary bi 1 i ngual certified 
individual. They received all their native language support 
as well as their ESL instruction from their bilingual teacher. 
They received a minimum of 90 minutes daily of native language 
instruction and 60 minutes of ESL instruction daily. 
Treatment Group #4 - Control Group - Submersion Approach: 
These students were in the local parochial schools and 
were id en ti fie d as LE P. They did not receive any native 
1 anguage or ESL instruction. They participated in a regular 
elementary classroom with an elementary certified teacher and 
did not receive any special treatment even though they were 
language deficient. The parochial schools do not have to 
conform to the legislative mandate that requires public 
schools to provide either ESL, bilingual education or other 
acceptable approaches to meet the needs of LEP students. 
In each treatment group, at each grade level, a minimum 
of 25 students participated. Anticipating a mortality loss of 
subjects from the time of pretesting to posttesting, this 
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ensured an N of 160 by posttesting time and cell sizes of 20 
students. The researcher initially sampled 250 stud~nts. 
(See Table 2) 
A priori, the researcher decided to select subjects from 
more than one classroom and more than one school for each 
cell. By obtaining a cross-section of students throughout the 
system, the generalizability of results would not be limited 
to a particular school, a particular ethnic background or 
only one socio-economic background. Other decisions were made 
prior to selecting the schools. First, only those principals 
and teachers who were willing to cooperate were included and 
this was based on initial interviews in August. Secondly, the 
experimental groups were established in those schools which 
had implemented a bilingual and ESL program for a minimum of 
three years. This ensured that staff was familiar with the 
goals, objectives, guidelines of bilingual and ESL programs, 
and that sufficient instructional materials would be avail-
able. 
As pointed out above, the control group had to be se-
lected from the parochial schools because of the Illinois 
School Code - Article 14C, which legislatively mandates bilin-
gual instruction in all public schools. Thus, non-public 
schools in the Waukegan community were selected to ensure that 
subjects came from the same community and similar socio-
economic levels. This selection of the control group is an 
obvious limitation of the investigation in that the children 
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came from the same community, but from a private school set-
ting. Research has shown that school social composition af-
fects student performance and that its positive and negative 
effects derive from peer influence and parent aspirations 
(Ornstein, 1978). 
TABLE 2 
Anticipated Preliminary Design 
GRADE Treatment #1 
N 
1st 25 
3rd 25 
TOTAL N = 200 
Treatment #2 
N 
25 
25 
Treatment #3 
N 
25 
25 
Control 
N 
25 
25 
Total 
N 
100 
100 
The cells for the variables of previous formal schooling 
and years residing in the United States were determined after 
students were randomly assigned to the treatment groups. 
Their parents received a questionnaire to complete on previous 
schooling and years residing in the United States along with 
parental permission forms to allow students to participate in 
the treatment. 
Table 3 indicates the composition of each cell in terms 
of the number of schools and classrooms involved and the 
number of students pretested. As mentioned earlier, more than 
one school and more than one classroom were included in each 
cell to reduce individual teacher and school effects. While 
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the preliminary design only required a total sample of 200, 
250 subjects were included in the pretesting. This was done 
to anticipate sample mortality at posttesting due to student 
transfers to other schools or other organizational changes 
which might alter the initial comparability of the groups. 
TABLE 3 
Number of Schools, Classrooms and Students Initially 
Sampled by Grades and Treatment Groups 
Grade Treatment Group # of # of # of 
Schools Classrooms Students 
1 ESL Pullout 3 3 31 
TBE & ESL Pullout 3 3 31 
TBE 3 3 31 
Control-Submersion 2 2 32 
3 ESL Pullout 3 3 31 
TBE & ESL Pullout 3 3 31 
TBE 3 3 31 
Control-Submersion 2 2 32 
N = 250 
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Hypotheses 
The following null hypotheses were tested: 
1. There is no difference in oral English language 
acquisition and achievement in language, reading and 
math for Spanish-speaking students in the first and 
third grades across the treatment conditions. (ESL 
Pullout, TBE and ESL Pullout, TBE, and the Control 
Group - Submersion.) 
2. There is no difference between previous formal 
schooling experience and Eng 1 ish 1 anguage acquisi-
tion across the treatment conditions. (ESL Pullout, 
TBE and ESL Pullout, TBE, and the Control Group -
Submersion). 
3. There is no difference between years residing in the 
United States and English language acquisition across 
the treatment conditions. (ESL Pullout, TBE and ESL 
Pullout, TBE, and the Control Group - Submersion). 
The analytic paradigm for this experiment is presented in 
Table 4. 
Design): 
(2 X 2 X 4 Randomized Control-Group Pretest-Posttest 
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TABLE 4 
Analytic Paradigm 
Treatment 1 Treatment 2 'rreatment 3 Control 
previous Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 
schooling 
1st Grade Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 
3rd Grade Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 
The investigator chose the experimental design of the 
Randomized Control-Group Pretest-Posttest because of the rig-
orous control over factors that might affect contemporary 
history, maturation processes, pretesting procedures, 
measuring instruments, statistical regression, differential 
selection of subjects, experimental mortality, and interaction 
of selection and maturation (Cook & Campbell, 1979). 
The interaction of pretesting and treatment a concern 
was controlled for by random selection of subjects to 
treatments and control group and a preliminary analysis of the 
effects of the interaction of pretesting and treatments by 
analysis of covariance. The groups were assumed to be equiva-
lent on the basis of random selection and all treatments, 
including the control group, received pretesting. 
Another area of concern was that of interaction of selec-
tion and treatment. However, the school sites chosen, the 
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subjects that participated, their socio-economic levels, pre-
vious schooling backgrounds, age and sex were all considered 
so as not to compromise the generalization. 
Data Collected 
Two major types of data were collected, data related to 
students' backgrounds and data related to various measures of 
English proficiency, native language proficiency and achieve-
ment in language, reading and math. Teacher data was also 
included indicating the background information of each profes-
sional conducting a treatment or control group. 
Prior to testing the subjects, initial student data were 
collected through the school district's student data base that 
included the following: age, language proficiency level, 
ethnic background, socio-economic status as indicated by 
Federal Lunch Program criteria, sex, birthdate, birthplace, 
number of years in the United States, and the number of years 
of schooling in the United States including preschool and 
kindergarten experiences. 
Background data was collected and pretests of Spanish and 
Eng 1 ish oral proficiency and academic achievement in Eng 1 i sh 
were conducted in September, 1983. Posttests of Spanish and 
English oral language proficiency and academic achievement in 
English were administered in April, 1984. Parents and 
teachers received a Student Data Sheet again in April to 
verify the preliminary data and to indicate any students who 
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had transferred out between the pretesting and posttesting 
sessions (See Appendix A-II and A-III for details). 
Instrumentation 
Recent literature has documented the multitude of pro-
blems in selecting reliable and valid instruments to accur-
ately assess language proficiency for a second language 
learner (De Avila and Havassy, 1974: Moreno, 1970; Ramirez, et 
al.1 1976; Hakuta, 1986). Nevertheless, researchers have 
continued to examine the effects of different educational 
approaches on the native and second language development of 
children from diverse backgrounds. 
In the investigation reported here, the researcher chose 
one of the most widely used instruments for measuring Spanish 
and English oral language proficiency: The Language Asses-
sment Scales Test of Oral Language Proficiency - (LAS). Fol-
lowing is a description of the instruments used in this study, 
the rationale for selection, and any modifications made: 
I. Test of Oral Language Proficiency - English-Spanish Lan-
guage Assessment Scales, Level I, Form A and B, published 
by Linguametrics, Inc., Corte '.'1adera, California, 1976. 
The Language Assessment Scales (LAS), Level I were 
developed by Edward De Avila and Sharon Duncan. Two 
versions of this instrument are available; one in 
Spanish and one in English, each of which measures oral 
proficiency in the respective 1 anguage. The tests are 
totally independent, but each is based on the same 
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analysis of 4 language subsystems. The LAS Level I is 
appropriate for LEP students in grades K through 5 and 
takes approximately twenty minutes to administer 
individually. 
The LAS provides an overall picture of oral lin-
guistic proficiency based on a student's performance 
across 4 linguistic subsystems. It assesses the stu-
dents capabilities in the 4 primary subsystems of 
English: 1) phonemic system (the basic sounds of the 
language), 2) referential system (the words of the 
language), 3) syntactical system (the rules for 
making meaningful sentences), and 4) pragmatic 
system (the use of language to obtain specific goals) 
(De Avila & Duncan, 1981). 
The five integral subtests of the LAS evaluate: 
1) phoneme production, 2) ability to distinguish minimal 
sound pairs, 3) oral syntax, 4) oral comprehension, 
5) vocabulary, 6) oral production, and 7) ability to 
use language for pragmatic ends. 
Reported in the Theoretical and Technical Specifi-
cations Manual on the LAS (De Avila, 1981) were 5 
studies on the validity and reliability of the test. 
Table 5 indicates the reliability results of LAS-I. 
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TABLE 5 
Reliability of LAS-I English 
LAS Subscale 
-Tests 
Test-Retest LAS 
English 
Cronbach's Alpha Split-Half 
Minimal Pairs .83 • 78 • 78 
Phonemes .89 .88 .90 
Lexical .92 • 89 .77 
Comprehension .72 .64 .76 
oral Production .71 .92 .92 
LAS TOTAL .88 .94 .85 
(Duncan & De Avila, 1981) 
An in terra ter re 1iabi1 it y study indicated Pearson cor-
relations ranging from .86 to .98 for the different 
subtests. Internal consistency was examined for seven 
age groups: correlations ranging from .63 to .96. 
Validity was measured by how well the LAS discriminated 
the Eng 1 ish-speaking group from the 1 imi ted Eng 1 ish-
speaking group. The differences were significant beyond 
the .001 level (Mann-Whitney U Test). Similar differences 
were found for comprehension and production. 
Level I, Form A was administered to all subjects at 
pretesting and Form B was used at posttesting. Psychome-
trically, Form A and Form B are equivalent. Both test 
forms yielded an individual raw score and a corresponding 
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proficiency level as illustrated in Table 6 (Duncan & 
De Avila, 1981). 
TABLE 6 
Normative Interpretation of LAS-Level I Scores 
Total Raw Score Interpretation Oral Proficiency 
85 to 100 
75 to 84 
65 to 74 
55 to 64 
54 & below 
Totally fluent in English 
Near fluent in English 
Limited English speaker 
Non-English speaker, apparent 
linguistic deficiencies 
Non-English speaker, total 
linguistic deficiencies 
5 *** 
4 *** 
3 ** 
2 * 
1 * 
* = Non-speaker ** = Limited Speaker *** = Fluent Speaker 
The LAS Level I versions in English and Spanish, 
hearafter referred to as LAS(E) and LAS(S), were selected 
because of their comprehensiveness in assessing more than 
one linguistic subsystem. All subtests of the LAS(E) and 
LAS(S) were administered to al 1 subjects at pretesting 
and post testing sessions (See Appendix A-V ). 
II. Tests of Achievement -- Language, Reading and Math - CAT 
The research literature has dominated the multitude 
of problems in selecting valid and reliable instruments 
to accurately assess second language learners' skill 
levels in reading, language, content areas and oral pro-
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ficiency (De Avila, 1981: Hakuta, 1986). Nevertheless, 
researchers have continued to examine the effect of 
different educational approaches on the native and second 
language development of pupils from diverse cultural 
backgrounds. 
In general, most researchers have chosen to use 
standardized norm-referenced tests. The California 
Achievement Test (CAT) battery is designed for students 
in grades K-12. It was used because it is a stan-
dardized, norm-referenced achievement test which measures 
the areas of prepreading, reading, spelling, language and 
mathematics. CAT-D is an alternative form of CAT-C which 
is recommended for posttesting use. 
Levels 11 and 13 were given respectively to first 
and third grade subjects in the areas of 1 anguage, 
reading and math. The recommended grade ranges and 
levels of the tests were followed as indicated in the 
CAT Technical Manual. The series of tests administered 
to all groups during pre and post sessions are described 
in Table 7. 
TABLE 7 
Contents of CAT C and D Tests - Pre and Post 
contents 
READING 
SPELLING 
LANGUAGE 
MATHEMATICS 
Test 
Phonic Analysis 
Structural Analysis 
Reading Vocabulary 
Reading Comprehension 
Spelling 
Language Mechanics 
Language Expression 
Grade 1 
x 
x 
x 
x 
Mathematics Computation X 
Math Concepts & Applications X 
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Grade 3 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
All subtests available in each content area were 
given to all subjects at pre and post sessions. One 
modification was made in that all test directions were 
administered bilingually for all treatments. This was 
done to ensure that the subjects understood the tasks at 
hand and to be consistent with the random assignment of 
subjects to the different treatments. All testing was 
conducted by bilingual graduate students hired and 
trained by the investigator. (See Appendix A-VI) 
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The Technical Bulletin for the California Achieve-
ment Test (CTB/McGraw-Hil 1, 1979) described thorough 
procedures which were followed to ensure content validi-
ty, standardization and norming. For example, the sam-
pling technique described provided proportionate repre-
sentation of minority groups in the national norms. Se-
veral procedures were applied to modify or eliminate test 
materials that appeared to reflect racial, ethnic or sex 
bias. To further guard against ethnic bias, the CAT 
standardization included classification of each partici-
pating student as black, Spanish-speaking or other 
(CTB/McGraw-Hill, 1979). 
The choice of the CAT as a measurement in this in-
vestigation was purposeful of its reputation for strict 
adherence to 1) proportionate representation of minority 
groups in the national norms, 2) statistical requirements 
based on samples of black and Hispanic students, 3) 
special reviews for racial and ethnic bias and 4) speci-
fic multiethnic publishing guidelines as well as guide-
lines for equal treatment of the sexes in their publica-
tions (CTB/McGraw-Hill, 1979). 
This batter of norm-referenced achievement 
tests yielded raw scores, scale scores and grade equiva-
lents for analyses. All the test instruments used to 
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collect English achievement data and oral English 
language proficiency levels are summaried in Table 8. 
TABLE 8 
Summary of Test Instruments Used in Student 
Testing Pre and Post for All Groups 
Instruments Grade 1 Subtests 
Given 
Grade 2 Subtests 
Given 
1. Oral Language Proficiency 
A. LASE(E) x 5 x 5* 
B. LAS(S) x 5 x 5* 
II. English Achievement 
A. CAT-Reading x 3 x 4 
B. CAT-Spelling 0 x 1 
C. CAT-Language x 1 x 2 
D. CAT-Mathematics x 2 x 2 
*The 5 subtests of the (LAS)E and LAS(S) are: 1) Minimal 
Pairs, 2) Lexical, 3) Phonemes, 4) Sentence Comprehension and 
5) Oral Production (Story Retelling). 
Procedures in Collecting Data 
Specific procedures were implemented to collect the data, 
which included student information, student test data, teacher 
background information and parent data. 
details.) 
(See Appendix A for 
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Letters requesting permission to collect data in the 
public and nonpublic schools were written to the respective 
school officials. When official approval was received by the 
in vest iga tor, 1 ocal district staff were contacted to confirm 
individual participation in the experiment. 
Written parental permission for each subject to partici-
pate in the treatments and receive testing was acquired in 
late August, prior to their random assignment to treatments. 
(See Appendix A-IV for details.) The investigator, being 
bilingual, held an overview meeting with staff and all parents 
of subjects involved, and thoroughly explained the processes 
of the treatments that students would be participating in 
during the school year. Communication with the parents, sub-
jects and staff involved was easily facilitated because the 
investigator was an administrator in the school district. 
Four bilingual graduate research assistants from the 
University of Illinois - Chicago were employed by the investi-
gator to assist with the administration of oral language 
proficiency testing and English achievement testing. The 
research assistants were extensively inserviced on test admin-
istration by the investigator in September and again in April 
prior to the post testing sessions. The oral 1 anguage profi-
ciency testing was extremely important for the treatment se-
lection, because only LEP students (levels 1 - 3) were eli-
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gible for the experimental treatments. The graduate assis-
tants received general procedures for testing students as well 
as all the test materials for the sessions. The investigator 
arranged for testing rooms in each school building and a 
consistent test schedule for all administrations. 
All pretesting was conducted during late September and 
all posttesting during late April. Teachers received Student 
Information Sheets prior to the Spring testing so they could 
update student data. (See Appendix A for details.) All 
pretest and posttest data were coded to ensure the anonymity 
of all the participating schools, teachers and students. 
Analyses of Data 
Pretest data as well as student information data were 
examined to determine: 1) the extent to which the experimen-
tal treatment groups were equivalent prior to treatment: 2) 
the independent and dependent variables to be selected for 
further analysis: and, 3) the appropriate statistical 
analyses. 
The initial data, axcluding analyses of pretest measures 
can be categorized into independent and dependent variables as 
illustrated in Tables 9 and 10. Following these tables is a 
brief discussion on each of these groups of variables and how 
and why specific variables were treated, if at all, in further 
statistical analyses. 
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TABLE 9 
Dependent Variables Description 
VARIABLES 
Oral English Proficiency 
Oral Spanish Proficiency 
English Reading Achievement 
English Language Achievement 
Math Achievement 
DESCRIPTION/CODE 
Total raw & proficiency level 
scores on the LAS(E) Test; 
5 subtests, pre & post 
Total raw & proficiency level 
scores on the LAS(S) Test; 
5 subtests, pre & post 
Total raw scores, scale scores 
& grade equivalents on the 
CAT; e subtests, pre & post 
Total raw scores, scale scores 
& grade equivalents on the 
CAT; 3 subtests including 
Spelling for 3rd grade, pre & 
post 
Total raw scores, scale scores 
& grade equivalents on the 
CAT; 2 subtests, pre & post 
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TABLE 10 
Independent Variables Description 
VARIABLES 
Grade 
Treatment Group 
Sex 
Age 
Years in the U.S. (mainland) 
No. of Siblings 
No. of Parents Living at Home 
No. of Relatives Living in 
Home 
Dominant Home Languages 
Free Lunch Recipients 
Ethnic Origin 
DESCRIPTION/CODE 
Coded: Grade 1 = 1 I Grade 3 = 
Coded: Group 1 = ESL Pullout 
Group 2 = TBE & ESL 
Pullout 
Group 3 = TBE 
Group 4 = Control-
Submersion 
Female = 1; Male = 2 
Range = 6 - 10 years 
Range = 1 - 6 years 
Range = 1 - 6 
1 = Mother, 2 = Father, 
3 = Both Parents 
Range = 1 - 3 
1 = English, 2 = Spanish 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
Mexican = 1, Puerto Rican = 2, 
Latin American = 3, Other = 4 
Frequency distributions, crosstabulations and analysis of 
variance were employed to determine if any of the independent 
variables had any significant differential effects across the 
treatment programs. In the analyses, the dependent variables 
3 
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are the scores on the posttest measures of oral English pro-
ficiency and language, reading and math achievement. 
In the analysis of the differences in English proficiency 
between the treatment groups, four statistical procedures were 
used: 1) t-tests of the difference in means utilizing a 
pooled estimate of variance, 2) t-tests on the difference 
between the pretest and the posttest, 3) analysis of covari-
ance with the pretest as a covariate and, 4) a three-way 
analysis of variance. 
The t-test of the difference of means is a statistical 
test designed to evaluate the significance of the differences 
of the means of independent samples. The null hypothesis is 
based on the means being equal: therefore, the test evaluates 
the probability that any observed difference in the means is a 
true difference or could have resulted through sampling error. 
The t-test requires that the samples be independent of one 
another. This requirement is met in the design of this study 
with the random assignment of subjects to the 3 treatment 
groups and the control group (Cook & Campbell, 1979). 
The analysis of covariance procedure was designed to 
analyze the dimensions of individual gain and group dif-
ferences simultaneously. The variance of the dependent vari-
able is decomposed into various components. The first compo-
nent is the regression component -- the effect of the pretest 
on posttest results. The remaining variance can be further 
broken down i n t o be tween-group an a w i t h in-gr o up comp one n t s • 
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The regression and between-group components are referred to as 
the explained variance and the r2maining within-group compo-
nent is considered the unexplained variance. The ratio be-
tween the explained and unexplained variance yields a statis-
tic known as the f-test, which is used to test the null 
hypothesis of no difference between pre and posttest scores 
(Kerlinger, 1973). A multivariate analysis of variance yields 
information about the main effects of the specific variables 
by themselves and also about interactions between the vari-
ables of investigation. The results will be discussed in 
light of these statistical analyses and the formulated hypoth-
eses. 
I' 
t 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
As previously stated, 
the following questions: 
this study was designed to address 
1) which experimental approach to 
second language learning provides children with a more effec-
tive instructional mode for developing oral English proficien-
cy an d a c a d e m i c s k i 1 1 s i n t h e a r e a s o f 1 a n g u a g e , re ·a d i n g an d 
mathematics? and 2) to what extent does previous formal 
schooling experience and the number of years of residence in 
the U.S. influence the acquisition of English? 
This chapter is divided into four major sections. The 
first section provides a sociological and demographic examin-
ation of the f i na 1 sample. Results from frequency an a 1 yses, 
crosstabulations, and chi-square analyses and covariance are 
reported and discussed. The second, third and fourth sections 
report and discuss the results related to each of the 
Hypotheses tested. These results are discussed, based on the 
multivariate analyses of variance, covariance and t-testing 
performed within the context of Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3. 
A Sociological and Demographic Examination of the Final Sample 
The sociological 3nd demographic variables examined in 
the study included age, sex, ethnic origin, number of years 
residing in the U.S. (mainland), previous formal schooling 
experience, number of siblings, number of parents living at 
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home, number of relatives living in the home and the number of 
subjects receiving free lunch. 
in Table 11. 
These variables are depicted 
At the time of the posttesting, there were 40 subjects in 
each of the 4 treatment groups with 80 subjects representative 
of the first grades and 80 subjects in the third grade. In 
the first grade, there were 68 six-year-olds, and 12 seven-
year-olds. In the third grade, there were 63 eight-year-olds, 
16 nine-year-olds, and l ten-year-old. These age ranges rep-
resented a normal distribution for grades one and three. 
There were 78 female subjects and 82 male subjects. Fre-
quency analyses and contingency tables were used to determine 
the relationship among age, sex, and treatment conditions (ESL 
Pullout, TBE/ESL Pullout, TBE, Control-Submersion). .Zl.n exam-
ination of Tables 11-20 illustrate the presence of a normal 
distribution within the sample. 
TABLE 11 
Independent Variables Available for Analysis 
Variable N=l60 Mean Standard Deviation 
1. Age 7.181 1.115 
2. Years in the U.S. 1.9444 0.795 
3. Years of Previous Schooling 1.787 0.788 
4. Number of Siblings 3.938 1.700 
5. Number of Parents at Home 1. 750 0.434 
6. Number of Relatives at Home 1. 452 0.500 
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TABLE 12 
Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Sex 
Sex 
Females 
Males 
Total N = 160 
N 
78 
82 
TABLE 13 
Relative Frequency % 
48.7 
51. 2 
Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Age 
Age 
6 yrs. 
7 
8 
9 
10 
Total N = 160 
N 
68 
13 
62 
16 
1 
x = 7.181 SD = 1.115 
Relative Frequency % 
42.5 
8.1 
38.7 
10.0 
0.6 
Age and sex differences across treatment groups prior to the 
administration of the treatments were not found to be 
statistically significant (p<.05). 
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TABLE 14 
Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Years 
in the United States 
Years N Relative Frequency % 
1 49 30.6 
2 76 47.5 
3 31 19.4 
4 3 1. 9 
5 1 0.6 
Total N = 160 x = 1.944 SD = 0.795 
Ninety-seven and one ha 1 f percent of the sample had been re-
siding in the U.S. for only three years or less, which 
supported the finding of limited English proficiency 
represented by all subjects across all treatment groups. 
TABLE 15 
Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Years of Previous 
Schooling 
Years 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Total N 
N Relative Frequency 
69 43.1 
57 35.6 
33 20.6 
1 0.6 
= 160 x = 1. 787 SD = 0.7888 
TABLE 16 
Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Number of 
Siblings at Home 
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% 
Siblings N Relative Frequency % 
1 or 2 
3 
4 
5 
6+ 
Total N = 160 x = 
27 
33 
36 
24 
40 
3.938 SD = 1. 700 
16.9 
20.6 
22.5 
15.0 
25.0 
TABLE 17 
Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Number of 
Parents at Home 
80 
Parents N Relative Frequency % 
1 
2 
Total N = 160 
40 
120 
x = 1.750 SD = 0.434 
25.0 
75.0 
It is of particular interest to note that the strong Hispanic 
cultural belief concerning marriage traditions is strongly 
represented in this sample. Seventy-five percent of the sub-
jects lived with both parents. 
TABLE 18 
Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Number of Relatives 
Residing in the Home 
Relatives 
0 
1 
2 
Total N = 160 
N 
56 
57 
47 
x = 1.452 
Relative Frequency % 
SD = 0.500 
35.0 
35.6 
29.4 
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TABLE 19 
Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Dominant Home Language 
Language 
English 
Spanish 
Total N = 160 
N 
4 
156 
x = 1.975 
Relative Frequency % 
SD = 0.157 
2.5 
97.5 
Ninety-seven and one half percent of the sample was clearly 
Spanish dominant and used it at home with parents, siblings 
and extended family members. 
Socio-economic status has been shown to be significantly 
re 1 ated to academic achievement (Brown, 197 2; Coleman, 1966; 
Ornstein, 1972, 1977). Thus, one of the initial concerns in 
the design was to control for the socio-economic status 
variable among the subjects across treatment conditions. To 
control for SES, data was collected on the free lunch program 
status of each participant. The results revealed that the 
number of subjects receiving free lunches did not vary signi-
ficantly across treatments (97% of the 160 students included 
in the sample were receiving free lunches as prescribed by the 
federal guidelines and only 3% did not receive assistance). 
Subject selection procedures were also aimed at sampling 
only Mexican and Puerto Rican students since these two groups 
represented the majority of Spanish background students in the 
Waukegan community. For the 160 subjects, 52.8% were from 
82 
Mexico, 45.1% were Puerto Rican, and only 2.1% were from other 
Spanish-speaking ethnic backgrounds. 
As shown in Tab le 20, results of chi-square ana 1 yses re-
1 at i ng English proficiency levels to the remaining independent 
variables of interest revealed that no relationship existed 
between English proficiency, the number of parents at home, 
the number of siblings at home, and the number of other 
relatives r~siding at home. The distribution of oral English 
proficiency and achievement· scores and years in the U.S. were 
also found not to be significant. 
TABLE 20 
Chi-Square Analyses of English Proficiency and Independent 
Variables 
English Proficiency 
Independent Variables X2 df Significance p < • 001 
Number of 
Number of 
Number of 
Years in 
N = 160 
parents 6.86 4 .1433 
siblings 15.42 16 .4939 
relatives 4.87 4 • 3002 
the U.S. 13.80 16 .6133 
The obtained chi-square analyses differences 
were not significant at the p < .001. 
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In summary, none of the independent variables (number of 
parents, number of siblings, number of relatives, years in the 
u.s.) were found to be significantly related to the dependent 
variable (English proficiency). Therefore these variables 
were not pursued in further statistical analyses. Only the 
variables of years of previous schooling and years residing in 
the U.S. were selected for further examination and analysis 
with respect to testing Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 to determine if 
there were higher order interactions present. 
Results Related to Tes~ing Null Hypothesis #1 
To test Null Hypothesis #1, two types of inferential 
statistical procedures were used to analyze the posttest data: 
analysis of covariance and t-tests of all possible combina-
tions of two group means, i.e., six separate tests involving 
the four experimental groups. Analysis of covariance compen-
sates for pretest differences when these are caused by change 
factors. 
Analysis of covariance was selected to test Hypothesis #1 
relating to whether or not there were differences among 
students in different treatment groups. Through the analysis 
of covariance, (ANCOVA), group means on a posttest are com-
pared, after these group means have been adjusted for initial 
differences between the groups on the pretest. The covariate 
represents a source of variation that had not been controlled 
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for, and through analysis of covariance, the effects of this 
uncontrolled source of variation are removed. 
Hypothesis #1 stated that there are no differences in 
oral English language acquisition and achievement in reading, 
language, and math for students in first and third grades 
across the four instructional treatment groups: [ESL Pullout 
(ESLP), Transitional Bilingual Education and ESL Pullout 
(TBE/ESLP), Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE), and the 
control Group-Submersion (SUB)]. These acronyms w i 11 be used 
henceforth to describe each treatment group. For purposes of 
reporting and discussing the results, Hypothesis #1 was 
divided into sub-hypotheses by skill areas and grades as 
follows: 
1.1 Oral English Language Proficiency 
1. 11 First grade 
1.12 Third grade 
1.2 English Reading Skills 
1.21 First grade 
1.22 Third grade 
1.3 English Language Skills 
1. 31 First grade 
1.32 Thira grade 
1.4 English Math Skills 
1.41 First grade 
1. 42 Third grade 
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Results Related to Testing Sub-Hypothesis 1.1 - Oral English 
Language Proficiency 
Four subtests of the Language Assessment Scales Test, 
Level I, English version, (LAS(E)), were administered to all 
subjects as pre and posttests. Following are the a priori 
results of analysis of covariance, using the pretest scores as 
covariates and posteriori mean comparisons using t-tests. 
1.11 Results Related to Testing Oral English Language 
Proficiency - First Grade 
The analysis of covariance procedure (ANCOVA) innicated 
significant differences for the main effects across treatment 
groups, (!_(3,79) = 6.40, p ~ .01). The covariate being the 
pretest scores of the LAS(E) was also found to be significant, 
(_r(l,79) = 68.28, p < .01) (See ·rable 21). The posttest 
scores of the experimental groups and the control group were 
found to differ significantly, after adjusting for the pre-
test score differences using the covariance procedure. 
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TABLE 21 
Analysis of Covariance of Posttest Scores - (LAS(E) by Pretest 
Scores and Treatment Group for First and Third Grades 
Grade Source SS df 
l Covariate-Pretest 5139.77 1 
2 
Treatment 
Explained 
1447.11 
6586.88 
Covariate-Pretest 5144.70 
Treatment 
Explained 
1140.02 
6284.72 
3 
4 
1 
3 
4 
MS F Value Sig. F 
5139.77 68.28 0.001 
482.37 
1646.72 
6.40 
21. 87 
5144 • 7 0 131. 7 6 
380.00 
1571.18 
9.73 
40. 24 
0.001 
0.001 
0.001 
0.001 
0.001 
These findings led to rejection of Null Hypothesis #1. 
Consequently, the investigator performed posteriori t-tests to 
examine the mean differences among treatment groups. The 
results were as follows: t-testing failed to indicate signi-
,.ficant differences between subjects in treatment groups ESLP 
-and TBE/ESLP, (p < .05) and between subjects in groups TBE and 
SUB (_E < .05). However, significant differences were found 
~between subjects in treatment groups ESLP and TBE and between 
~subjects in groups ESLP and SUB as reported in Table 22. 
TABLE 22 
Grade 1 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Oral English Proficiency 
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Treatment N Mean T Value Significance 
ESLP, TBE/ESLP 20/20 60.10/ 59. 50 0.11 N.S. 
ESLP, TBE 20/20 60.10/ 68.90 -2.71 p < .05 
ESLP, SUB 20/ 20 60.10/ 70.95 -3.99 p < • 001 
TBE/ESLP, TBE 20/20 59.70/ 68.90 -2.09 p < .05 
TBE/ESLP, SUB 20/20 59.70/ 70.95 -2.79 p < • 01 
TBE, SUB 20/20 68.90/ 70.95 -0.56 N.S. 
ESLP = English as a Second Language Pullout Approach 
TBE/ESLP = Transitional Bilingual Education Pullout & ESL 
Pullout 
TBE = Transitional Bilingual Education Integrated Self-
Contained 
SUB = Control Group = Subm8rsion 
For students in the first grade, the results indicat~d 
that there was a significant difference for oral English 
language acquisition depending upon the treatment received. 
Subjects in the self-contained treatment models (TBE & SUB) 
did significantly better than the subjects in the pullout 
models (ESLP & TBE/ESLP). It is interesting to note that 
there was no difference found between the Control Group - Sub-
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mersion Approach and the TBE group even though the subjects in 
the Control Group received the highest posttest mean score of 
all treatments on the LAS(E) measure of oral English 
proficiency. 
1.12 - Results Related to Testing Oral Enqlish Language 
Proficiency - Third Grade 
As shown in Table 21, the ANCOVA procedure indicated 
significant differences in oral English skills across the four 
treatment groups for the subjects in third grade, (!(3,79) = 
9.73 1 p < .001). The covariate (the pretest scores of the 
LAS(E)) was also found to be significant, (!(1,79) = 131.76, p 
< .001). The scores of the experimental groups and the 
Control Group were found to differ significantly after being 
adjusted for by the covariance procedure. These findings led 
to rejection of the Null Hypothesis #1 for the students in 
third grade. Again, posteriori t-tests were performed to 
examine mean differences across the treatments. These results 
are reported in Table 23. 
TABLE 23 
Grade 3 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Oral English Proficiency 
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Treatment N Mean T Value Significance 
ESLP, TBE/ESLP 20/20 69.50/ 73.75 -1. 21 N.S. 
ESLP, TBE 20/20 69.50/ 86.05 -4.46 p < .001 
ESLP, SUB 20/20 69. 50/ 77.10 -2.21 p < • 05 
TBE/ESLP, TSE 20/20 73.75/ 86.05 -5.73 p < .001 
TBE/ESLP, SUB 20/20 73.75/ 77.10 -2.06 p < • 05 
TBE, SUB 20/20 86.05/ 77.10 4.38 p < .001 
As was the case with the first graders, students 
receiving the self-contained treatments tended to score higher 
on the posttest than subjects in the pullout treatments. How-
ever, in the third grades, those students who receive TBE did 
significantly better than subjects r9ceiving all other treat-
ments, including the Control Group subjects. 
Discussion of the Results Related to Testing Oral English 
Proficiency - Hypothesis #1 
For grades one and three, students receiving a self-con-
tained treatment (TBE or SUB) attained higher posttest mean 
scores on the LAS(E) English m9asure as compared to subjects 
in the other pullout treatment group approaches. However, the 
t-test results indicated that in grade one, there was no sig-
nificant difference (p < .05) between subjects in the two 
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self-contained approaches (TBE vs. SUB) in terms of oral 
Eng 1 i sh at ta inmen t, whi 1 e in grade three there were sig-n if i-
can t differences (p < .001) for subjects in the two self-con-
tained approaches (TBE vs. SUB), favoring the TBE approach. 
It appeared that acquisition of oral skills in English was not 
influenced for the younger subjects (first grade) if they 
received one of the self-contained treatments, but was in-
fluenced for older subjects (third grade). The third grade 
subjects performed better in the TBE treatment, probably due 
to the emphasis on "comprehensible input" and native language 
support within a self-contained classroom setting (Long, 1981: 
Krashen, 1982). In contrast, subjects in the Control Group, 
(SUB), were not exposed to special English teaching strategies 
that would help develop "bilingual interpersonal communication 
skills" (BICS) (Cummins, 1981: Wong Fillmore, 1982). 
Students scored the lowest when they received one of the 
pullout treatments (ESLP or TBE/ESLP) in both first and third 
grades. The different ia 1 treatment approach of receiving or 
not receiving native language support was also found not to be 
significant in either grade. These findings might be 
explained by the fact that a social stigma is often reported 
to be attached to those students being "pulled out" of a main-
stream class for a portion of the day in order to receive 
special help. This can affect the self-concept of the child 
which influences how well he or she may learn in this 
schooling environment. Also, it is possible that on-task 
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instructional time is lost when using a "pullout" model of in-
struction (;1ilk, 1985: Tikunoff, 1983: Glass, 1977). 
Sub-Hypothesis 1.2 - Results Related to Testing English 
Reading Skills 
All subjects took the California Achievement Test Bat-
tery, which included a section on reading skills. Reading was 
divided into three subtests for first grade and four subtests 
for third grade. The subtests were designed to measure Phonic 
Analysis Skills, Structural Analysis, 
Comprehension Skills. The subtests 
Reading Vocabulary and 
also yielded a total 
reading score. Students were administered pre and posttests. 
In analyzing the results related to testing Hypothesis #1 
(reading acquisition), analysis of variance for all subtests 
and totals were performed across treatments. In addition, 
analyses of covariance were performed using the pretest as a 
covariate. Follow-up procedures included t-tests. 
1.21 - Results Related to Testing Reading - First Grade 
Analysis of covariance 
ferences at the .001 level 
indicated no significant dif-
fer Total Reading mean scores 
across treatment groups (See Appendix B-I). Follow-up t-tests 
also indicated no significant differences between the dif-
ferent treatments. Consequently, the reading mean test scores 
were analyzed for each subtest score to test for treatment 
effects. These results are reported below. 
92 
The first subtest for first graders measured Phonic 
Analysis decoding skills in English. This subtest included 25 
items and reportedly measures a student's ability to relate 
the sounds of oral language to the graphic symbols of written 
language. An ANCOVA was run on the posttest scores on this 
subtest and the pretest was again used as the covariate. The 
results of the ANCOVA revealed that there were no significant 
differences across treatment groups at the p < .05 level even 
though the mean score for the TBE group (X = 14.35) was higher 
than the other groups (See Appendix B-II). Because there 
were no significant differences indicated, additional t-
testing was not necessary. 
The second subtest was designed to assess Reading Vocab-
ulary skills, i.e., meaning, category, and multi-meaning 
words. There were a total of 15 items included in this sub-
test. The ANCOVA procedure revealed that there were no sig-
nificant differences across treatment groups at the .001 level 
of significance, even though the mean score for the Control 
Group - Submersion (X = 7.35) was higher than the three other 
experimental groups (See Appendix B-I I I). Consequent 1 y, no 
t-tests were necessary to determine significance between 
treatments. 
The third subtest was designed to measure Reading Compre-
hension. This subtest includes 20 items that sample literal, 
interpretive, and er it i ca 1 comprehension ski 11 s. The ANCOV A 
results reported in Table 24 indicated significant differences 
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for the main effects across the treatment groups (F(3,79) = 
2.791 p < .05). 
TABLE 24 
ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Reading Comprehension by 
Pretest Scores and Treatment Group for Grade 1 
Source 
Covariate-Pretest 
Treatment 
Explained 
SS 
26.92 
51. 03 
77.95 
df 
1 
3 
4 
MS 
26.92 
17. 01 
19.49 
F Value 
4.41 
2.79 
3.19 
Sig. of F 
0.039 
0.043 
0.018 
These findings related to Reading Comprehension support 
the rejection of the Null Hypothesis #1. Consequently, t-
test3 were performed to test for mean differences across the 
treatment groups. The results are reported in Table 25. 
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TABLE 25 
Grade 1 
- T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Readin9 Comprehension 
Treatment N Mean T Value Significance 
ESLP, TBE/ESLP 20/20 8.00/ 8.50 -0.74 N.S. 
ESLP, TBE 20/20 8.00/ 8.50 -0.63 N.S. 
ESLP, SUB 20/20 8.00/ 10.35 -3. 27 p < • 01 
TBE/ESLP, TBE 20/20 8.50/ 8.50 -0.00 N.S. 
TBE/ESLP, SUB 20/20 8.50/ 10.35 -2.36 p < .05 
TBE, SUB 20/20 8.50/ 10.35 -2.09 p < .05 
Students in the SUB group scored significantly higher 
than those subjects in the three other treatment groups --
TBE, TBE/ESLP & ESLP. According to the research literature, 
it is not unusual for students in TBE treatments to fall be-
hind academically (Cummins, 1981, Toukomaa & Skutnabb-Kangas, 
1977) for a period of time. "It takes considerably longer for 
immigrant students to develop age-appropriate academic skills 
in English (five-seven years) than it does to develop certain 
aspects of age-appropri-3te English communicative skills 
(approximately two years)" (Cummins, 1981, p. 9). In 
summary, the first grade sample revealed no significant dif-
ferences across treatment groups for total reading skill gain, 
but there was a favorable significant relationship between 
Reading Comprehension gains and the SUB treatment group. 
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1.22 - Results Related to Testing Reading - Third Grade 
Analysis of covariance of the Total Reading scor:es 
reported in Table 26 indicated that significant differences 
exist for the main effects across the treatment groups 
(F(3,79) = 2.62, p 5_ .05). This finding led to rejection of 
the Null Hypothesis #1 for students in the third grade sample 
concerning reading skills. Consequently, t-tests were done to 
analyze the mean differ:ences between treatments. These 
findings are reported in Table 27. 
TABLE 26 
ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Reading Comprehension by 
Pretest Scores and Treatment Gr:oup for Grade 3 
Source 
Covariate-Pretest 
Treatment 
Explained 
SS df 
4389.87 1 
593.82 3 
4983.69 4 
MS F Value 
4389.87 58.30 
197.94 2.62 
1245.92 16.54 
Sig. of F 
0.000 
0.050 
0.000 
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TABLE 27 
Grade 3 - T - Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups · 
on Total Reading 
Treatment N Mean T Value Significance 
ESLP,TBE/ESLP 20/20 31.50/ 31.85 -0.11 N.S. 
ESLP, TBE 20/20 31.50/ 43.55 -3.35 p < .01 
ESLP, SUB 20/20 31.50/ 41. 60 -2.78 p < • 01 
TBE/ESLP, TBE 20/20 31. 85/ 43.55 -4.03 p < .001 
TBE/ESLP, SUB 20/20 31. 85/ 41. 60 -3.31 p < .01 
TBE, SUB 20/20 43.55/ 41. 60 -0.60 N.S. 
Subjects receiving the TBE treatment significantly out-
performed the ESLP group and the TBE/ESLP group. Again, as 
with oral language skills in the third grade, the self-con-
tained treatments outperformed the pullout group approaches in 
total reading achievement. However, no significant difference 
was found between the two self-contained groups even though 
the mean score (X = 43.55) of the TBE treatment was higher 
than the SUB Group (X = 41.60). Overall, it appears from the 
resu 1 ts reported here that students in third grade receiving 
the TBE treatment in a self-contained integrated atmosphere 
made better gains in Total Reading achievement. The four 
subtests of Total Reading achievement were analyzed further to 
97 
determine if any other significant relationships existed 
across treatments. These findings are reported as follows. 
The first subtest for third grade subjects included 20 
items which measured Phonic Analysis -- decoding skills. An 
ANCOVA procedure was performed and the table results indicated 
significant differences across the treatments (p(3,7q) = 2.77, 
p < .05) (See Table 28). 
TA9LE 28 
ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Reading Phonic Analysis 
by Pretest Scores and Treatment Group for Grade 3 
Source SS 
Covariate-Pretest 256.95 
Treatment 77.34 
Explained 334.30 
df 
1 
3 
4 
MS 
256.95 
25.78 
83.57 
F Value 
27.70 
2.77 
9.01 
Sig. of F 
o.ooo 
0.047 
0.000 
This finding led to rejection of the Nul 1 Hypothesis #1 
for students in the third grade sample with regard to Phonic 
Analysis gains. Posteriori t-tests were performed to examine 
mean differences between the treatments. These results are 
reported in Table 29. 
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TABLE 29 
Grade 3 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Readin~ Phonic Analysis 
Treatment N Mean T Value Significance 
ESLP,TBE/ESLP 20/20 8.75/ 9.30 -0.55 N.S. 
ESLP, TBE 20/20 8.75/ 11. 55 -2.47 p < .05 
ESLP, SUB 20/20 8.75/ 12.40 -2.94 p < • 01 
TBE/ESLP, TBE 20/20 9.30/ 11. 55 -2.72 p < .01 
-
TBE/ESLP, SUB 20/20 9.30/ 12.40 -3.20 p < • 01 
TBE, SUB 20/20 11.55/ 12.40 -0.77 N.S. 
The TBE ana the SUB treatment (the self-contained groups) 
did significantly better in phonics than the ESLP and the 
TBE/ESLP pullout treatments. There were no significant 
differences between the two pullout approaches (ESLP and TBE/ 
ESLP) nor the two self-contained approaches (TBE and SUB). 
Even though the Sub - Control Group had a slightly higher mean 
(X = 12.40) than the TBE approach (X = 11.55), these groups 
were not found to be significantly different from each other. 
In first grade, Phonic Analysis skills did not appear to 
be affected by treatment. However, in third grade a signifi-
cant effect on scores across treatments was found. Decoding 
skill mastery is considered to be particularly important at 
the third grade level due to the increased emphasis on compre-
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hens ion. If a student has not mastered decoding skills, com-
prehension can be negatively affected. 
The second subtest for third grade subjects measured 11 
items of Structural Analysis, i.e., a student's ability to 
identify structural clues such as: syllables, base words, 
affixes, contractions, etc. An ANCOVA procedure was per-
formed. The tabled results (see Table 30) indicated signifi-
cant differences across the treatments (F(3,79) = 3.81, 
p~ .05). 
TABLE 30 
ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Reading Structural Analysis 
by Pretest Scores and Treatment Group for Grade 3 
Source 
Covariate-Pretest 
Treatment 
Explained 
SS df 
19195.52 1 
11336.55 3 
30532.12 4 
MS F Valu? Sig. of F 
19195.52 19.36 0.000 
3778.85 3.81 0.013 
7633.03 7.70 0.000 
This finding led to rejection of Null Hypothesis #1 for 
students in the third grade sample regarding Structural 
Analysis gains. Post~riori t-tests were subsequently 
performed to examine mean differences between treatments. 
These results are depicted in Table 31. 
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TABLE 31 
Grade 3 - T Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Readin9 Structural Anallsis 
Treatment N Mean T Value Significance 
ESLP, TBE/ESLP 20/20 5.35/ 5.45 -0.15 N.S. 
ESLP, TBE 20/20 5.35/ 8.00 -3.93 p < .001 
ESLP, SUB 20/20 5.35/ 7.60 -3.35 p < • 01 
TBE/ESLP, TBE 20/20 5.45/ 8.00 -4.13 p < .001 
TBE/ESLP, SUB 20/20 5.45/ 7.60 -3.50 p = • 001 
TBE, SUB 20/20 8.00/ 7.60 -0.65 N.S. 
The self-contained approaches again did better in 
Structural Analysis than the ESLP and TBE/ESLP pullout 
approaches. There were also no significant differences found 
between the two pullout approaches nor between the two self-
contained approaches. In the 1 at ter case, the TBE group mean 
(X = 8.00) was higher than the SUB group mean (X = 7.60). It 
is interesting to note that the group which received native 
language support in the pullout versus the group that only re-
ceived ESL help in the pullout was doing consistently better 
in subtests -- Phonic Analysis and Structural Analysis. This 
supports prior research (Hakuta, 1986: Willig, 1986) which 
indicates that native language support is effective in the 
acquisition of English. 
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The third subtest for the third grade reading sample 
included 15 items which assessed Vocabulary knowledge. An 
A NCO VA procedure was performed and the resu 1 ts (See Appendix 
B-IV) did not indicate significant differences at the .001 
level across treatments for Vocabulary knowledge. 
The final subtest measured Reading Comprehension which 
consisted of 27 items. An ANCOVA procedure was performed and 
the results (See Table 32) indicateci significant differences 
across the treatments (F(3,79) = 2.73, p < .05). 
TABLE 32 
ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Reading Comprehension 
by Pretest Scores and Treatment Group for Grade 3 
Source SS 
Covariate-Pretest 610.03 
Treatment 164.71 
Explained 774.74 
df 
l 
3 
4 
MS 
610.03 
54.90 
193.6.9 
F Value 
30.41 
2.73 
9.65 
Sig. of F 
0.000 
0.049 
0.000 
This finding led to rejection of the Nul 1 Hypothesis #1 
for students in the third grade sample with regard to Reading 
Comprehension skills. Posteriori t-tests were done to examine 
mean differences between treatments. These results are de-
picted in Table 33. 
TABLE 33 
Grade 3 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Reading Comprehension 
102 
Treatment N Mean T Value Significance 
ESLP, TBE/ESLP 20/20 11. 55/ 11. 35 0.11 N.S. 
ESLP, TBE 20/20 11. 55/ 16.10 -2.71 p < .05 
ESLP, SUB 20/20 11.55/ 14.60 -1. 78 N.S. 
TBE/ESLP, TBE 20/20 11. 35/ 16.10 -3 .19 p < .01 
TBE/ESLP, SUB 20/20 11. 35/ 14.60 -2.14 p < • 05 
TBE, SUB 20/20 16.10/ 14.60 1.07 N.S. 
The subjects in the self-contained groups (TBE and SUB) 
did significantly better than the subjects in pullout groups 
(ESLP and TBE/ESLP). However, no significant differences were 
found between the two pullout approaches or between the two 
self-contained approaches. The TBE group did have a higher 
mean score (X = 16.10) than all other treatment groups in-
cluding the Control Group - SUB (X = 14.60). It appears that 
reading achievement is consistent 1 y being inf 1 uenced by 1) a 
self-contained instructional model and 2) native language 
support. 
In summary, differential treatment efforts were found 
with respect to subjects' reading skills in English for Total 
Reading, Phonic Analysis, Structural Analysis and Comprehen-
sion in the third grade sample. In all three of the subtests 
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and the total scores in reading, subjects in the self-
contained treatment groups (TBE and SUB) did significantly 
better than the subjects in the two pullout treatments (ESLP 
and TBE/ESLP). The TBE treatment group subjects, who were 
provided with native language support, had higher mean scores 
in comprehension, structural analysis, vocabulary and reading. 
Nevertheless, no significant differences were found between 
TBE and the SUB Group subjects who were provided with no 
special language assistance. 
Discussion of the Results Related to Testing English Reading 
Skills - Hypothesis #1 
For first grade subjects, the results of the statistical 
procedures indicated no significant differences among the four 
treatment groups. Findings from follow-up procedures designed 
to examine the subtest results, indicated that there was a 
significant difference in comprehension skills for those sub-
jects in the SUB - Control Group. This result could be 
spurious i, that comprehension skills are very limited at the 
first grade level for all students and not necessarily attri-
butable to the method of instruction. Preliteracy exposure of 
the subjects was not controlled for in this study and is a 
contributing factor to students' comprehension skills (Hol~a­
way, 1979: Krashen, 1985). Some researchers explain this 
finding by suggesting that students who begin learning to read 
simultaneously in two languages may experience more difficulty 
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than those learning to read in one language (Cohen, 1976; 
Mediano, 1973; Thonis, 1981). 
In the case of third grade subjects, the results indi-
cated significant differences among the four treatments for 
total reading ability. Upon follow-up, it was found that 
three of the four subtests indicated significant differences 
between the treatments. There were no significant differences 
indicated for vocabulary across treatments, but subjects in 
the TBE group and the Control - Submersion group showed signi-
ficant differences for Phonic Analysis, Structural Analysis 
and Comprehension when compared with the two pullout treat-
ments, ESLP and TBE/ESLP. Students in the bilingual, self-
contained treatment outperformed all other groups in reading, 
al though there was no significant difference between TBE and 
the Control group. These findings substantiate studies 
(Troike 1 1978; Rodriguez-Brown, 1979; Schon, Hopkins & Davis, 
1982) which have shown that a bilingual instructional approach 
may facilitate learning to read in English. Also, the results 
indicated that the subjects in the self-containerl treatments 
(TBE and SUB) scored significantly better than the subjects in 
the pullout treatments (ESLP and TBE/ESLP). The research on 
effective schools (Edmonds, 1979; Glass & Smith, 1977; Milk, 
1985; Tikunoff, 1983) corroborates the detrimental effects of 
pullout instruction. Glass and Smith (1977) found that the 
risks of pullout programs f3r outweigh their gains. Their 
study showed a consistently negative relationship between the 
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time pupils spent in pullout classes and their reading and 
math achievement. Pullout often resulted in the negative 
labeling of many students who were viewed by their teachers as 
less capable, with less expected of them. Lower teacher 
expectations appeared to result in lower levels of student 
achievement. 
Sub-Hypothesis 1.3 - Results Related to Testing English 
Language Skills 
All subjects received the California Achievement Test 
Battery, which included a section on Language Skills. Lan-
guage was divided into three subtests for third grade sub-
jects and one test for the first grade sample. The Language 
exam measured Expression, Mechanics and Spelling for third 
grade subjects and Expression areas only for the first grade 
sample. In analyzing the results for language achievement, 
analyses of variance and covariance were performed for all 
tests and follow-up procedures including t-testing. 
1.31 - Results Related to Testing Language - First Grade 
Language Expression consisted of 20 items designed to 
measure a student's ability to apply his knowledge of language 
to effective expression. At the first grade level, the basic 
categories tested are nouns, pronouns, verbs and adjectives. 
Analysis of covariance performed indicated no significant 
differences at the .05 level for Language Expression across 
treatment groups (See Appendix B-V). Therefore, treatment did 
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not appear to have an effect on Language Expression in the 
first grade sample. 
1.32 - Results Related to Testing Language - Third Grade 
The third grade Language test consisted of Spelling, 
Language Mechanics and Language Expression. The Spelling test 
included 20 items designed to measure student recognition of 
consonants, vowels, morphemic units and common spelling 
errors. Language Mechanics consisted of 20 items in the areas 
of capitalization and punctuation. The Language Expression 
subtest, consisting of 26 items, was designed to assess 
students' understanding of skills closely related to effective 
writ ten expression. 
Upon examination of the Total Language test results, 
the analysis of covariance procedure indicated no significant 
differences among the treatments (See Appendix B-VI). How-
ever, the first subtest, Spelling, reported analysis of 
covariance results which did indicate significant differenc~s 
(F(3,79) = 5.23, p < .01) for Spelling across the treatment 
groups as shown in Table 34. Follow-up t-test procedures were 
performed and are reported below in Table 35. 
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TABLE 34 
ANCOVA of Post test Scores 
- CAT - Spelling by 
Pretest Scores and Treatment Group for Grade 3 
source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
covariate-Pretest 14.92 1 14.92 2.68 0.105 
Treatment 87. 25 3 29.08 5.23 0.002 
Explained 102.17 4 25.54 4.59 0.002 
TABLE 35 
Grade 3 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Spellin9 
Treatment N Mean T Value Significance 
ESLP, TBE/ESLP 20/20 12.70/ 10.55 2.87 p < • 01 
ESLP, TBE 20/20 12.70/ 13.10 -0.52 N.S. 
ESLP, SUB 20/20 12.70/ 13.15 -0.60 N.S. 
TBE/ESLP, TBE 20/20 10.55/ 13.10 -3.42 p < .001 
TBE/ESLP, SUB 20/20 10.55/ 13.15 -3.54 p < • 001 
TBE, SUB 20/20 13.10/ 13.15 -0.07 N.S. 
Subjects in the two self-contained treatment groups 
(TBE and SUB) did significantly better in Spelling than the 
subjects in the pullout treatment groups (ESLP and TBE/ESLP). 
However, there were no significant differences between the 
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self-contained treatments. On the other hand, among the pull-
out treatments, the ESLP group did significantly better than 
the TBE/ESLP group. Spelling skills require much memorization 
practice which, perhaps, was emphasized more for subjects in 
the ESLP treatment than in the other pullout model. 
The Language test consisted of two other subtests 
Mechanics and Language Expression -- so both subtests were 
examined to determine if there were any differences among 
treatments for these language areas. An analysis of 
covariance performed indicated significant differences 
(F(3,79) = 3.72, p < .05) among treatments for Language 
Mechanics as shown in Table 36. Follow-up t-tests were per-
formed and are reported in Table 37. 
TABLE 36 
ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Language Mechanics by 
Pretest Scores and Treatment Group for Grade 3 
Source SS 
Covariate-Pretest 64.60 
Treatment 99.14 
Explained 163.74 
df 
1 
3 
4 
MS 
64.60 
33.04 
40.93 
F Value 
7.27 
3.72 
4.61 
Sig. of F 
0.009 
0.015 
0.002 
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TABLE 37 
Grade 3 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Langua9e Mechanics 
Treatment N Mean T Value Significance 
ESLP, TBE/ESLP 20/20 8.95/ 8.05 0.98 N.S. 
ESLP, TBE 20/20 8.95/ 10.35 -1. 34 N.S. 
ESLP, SUB 20/20 8.95/ 6.90 2.67 p < • 05 
TBE/ESLP, TBE 20/20 8.05/ 10.35 -2.05 p < .05 
TBE/ESLP, SUB 20/20 8.05/ 6.90 1. 33 N.S. 
TBE, SUB 20/20 10.35/ 6.90 3.45 p < .01 
The comparisons re vea 1 ed that there were significant 
differences among the subjects in the TBE group and the 
Cont ro 1 group. Subjects in the bilingual treatment group did 
significantly better. Cummins' research ( 1981) subs tan ti ates 
this occurrence by explaining the concepts of "BICS" 
(bilingual interpersonal communication skills) and "CALP" 
(cognitive academic language proficiency), the latter develop-
ing through a bilingual approach to language acquisition. 
Through "CALF" development there is more effective transfer of 
skills from the native language to a second language. In this 
case, the treatment group which provided both native language 
support and ESL support in a self-contained setting outper-
formed all other treatments. The Control group did the worst 
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of all treatments, possibly due to the lack of "CALP" develop-
ment (Cummins, 1981) and "comprehensible input" (Krashen, 
1981, 1985). 
The last subtest, Language Expression, consisted of 26 
items. Analysis of covariance indicated that there were no 
significant differences at the .001 level among treatments for 
Language Expression (See Appendix B-VII ). Nevertheless, mean 
scores for subjects in the TBE and SUB treatments were higher 
(X = 17.05 and 15.25) than the subjects in the ESLP and 
TB E /Es LP treatments ( X = 14. 15 and 13. 2 5 ) • Type of treatment 
did not appear to have a significant effect on third grade 
subjects' acquisition of Language Expression skills, even 
though the subjects in the TBE treatment group did outperform 
al 1 others. 
Discussion of the Results Related to Testing Language -
Hypothesis #1 
There were no significant differences found for Total 
Language acquisition on the CAT for first or third grade sub-
jects. Upon follow-up statistical examination of the subtests 
given to third grade subjects, the t-test procedure indicated 
significant differences between the Control - SUB group and 
the TBE group for Language Mechanics only. The TBE group out-
performed all groups, which might be indicative of a "grammar 
based approach" in a classroom whereby the teacher used 
methods and materials that were organized around pattern 
practice and language drills (Terrell, 1981). This would help 
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the student do well on a test which measured rule-ordered, 
structural items in the language versus a test measuring com-
municative strategies. 
Sub-Hypothesis 1.4 - Results Related to Testing Math Skills -
Hypothesis #1 
All subjects took a mathematics section bf the CAT 
which measured Computational skills, Concepts and Applica-
tions. The co~putational section covered basic skills oper-
ation for the appropriate grade level. Concepts and Appli-
cations focused on concepts, rather than isolated facts. In 
analyzing the math results, analyses of covariance procedures 
were performed for all tests and follow-up procedures included 
t-test comparisons of all treatments. 
1.41 - Results Related to Testing Mathematics -
First Grade 
Computation consisted of 20 items which measured 
students' knowledge of basic addition and subtraction 
operations. 
Analysis of covariance results indicated no significant 
differences at the .001 level across treatment groups for 
Computation (See Appendix B-VIII). The subjects in the TBE 
and SUB treatments did attain the highest mean scores (X = 
14.30 and 14.40 respectively) in comparison to the ESLP and 
TBE/ESLP treatment groups (See Figure 1). The subjects in the 
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ESLP treatment attained the lowest scores. T-testing pro-
cedures indicated significant differences (t = -2.92, p < .01) 
between the ESLP and the TBE treatments. Also, there were 
significant differences (t = -2.77, p < .01) between the ESLP 
and the SUB group subjects. 
Concepts and Applications consisted of 35 items which 
measured students' ability to recognize concepts and solve 
problems. Analysis of covariance revealed no significant dif-
ferences at the .001 level between the treatments for Con-
cepts and Applications (See Appendix B-IX). Howe v er , sub -
jects in the two self-contained treatments (TBE and SUB) did 
attain the highest mean scores (X = 22.60 and 22.35 respec-
tively) in comparison to subjects in the two pullout treat-
ments (ESLP and TBE/ESLP) (See Figure 1). 
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1.42 - Results Related to Testing Mathematics -
Third Grade 
The Computation subtest consisted of 40 items which 
measured students' knowledge of basic addition, subtraction, 
multiplication and division operations. 
Analysis of covariance indicated no significant dif-
ferences at the .001 level across treatment groups for Compu-
tat ion (See Appendix B-X). In addition, follow-up t-test 
findings also did not indicate any significant differences be-
tween treatments. Subjects in the two self-contained treat-
ment groups (TSE and SUB) again attained the highest mean 
scores ( X = 18. 70 and 19.15 respective 1 y) in comparison to the 
subjects in the two pullout treatments (ESLP and TBE/ESLP) 
(See Figure 2). However, the mean differences were not signi-
ficant. 
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The Concepts and Applications test included 45 items 
designed to measure students' ability to solve problems. 
Analysis of covariance performed indicated significant dif-
ferences (F(3,79) = 2.80, p < .05) across treatments for 
concepts and Applications (See Table 38). 
TABLE 38 
ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Mathematics - Concepts and 
Applications by Pretest Scores and Treatment Group for Grade 3 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 
Treatment 
Explained 
733.83 
208.80 
942.64 
1 
3 
4 
733.83 29.57 
69.60 2.80 
235.66 9.49 
o.ooo 
0.045 
0.000 
Consequently, fol low-up t-test procedures were per-
formed to determine the differences between treatments. 
results are depicted in Table 39. 
These 
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TABLE 39 
Grade 3 - T-Test Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
on Math Concepts and Applications 
Treatment N Mean T Value Significance 
ESLP, TBE/ESLP 20/20 17.50/ 15.35 1.17 N.S. 
ESLP, TBE 20/20 17.50/ 21.80 -2.15 p < .05 
ESLP, SUB 20/20 17.50/ 19.05 -0.85 N.S. 
TBE/ESLP, TBE 20/20 15.35/ 21.80 -3.81 p < .001 
TSE, SUB 20/20 21.80/ 19.05 1. 63 N.S. 
Again, subjects receiving the self-contained 
approaches (TBE and Control - SUB treatments) did better in 
Concept and Applications than the subjects in the two pullout 
treatments (ESLP and TBE/ESLP). There was no significant dif-
ference found between the subjects in the two pullout treat-
ment groups nor between the subjects in the two self-contained 
treatment groups. Subjects in the TBE self-contained approach 
did attain the highest mean score of all treatments. 
Discussion of the Results Related to Testing Mathematics 
Hypothesis #1 
In summary, first grade subjects' acquisition of 
mathematics skills did not appear to be significantly affected 
by the different treatment conditions. Howev9r, the subjects 
in the self-contained treatments (TBE and SUB) did attain the 
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highest scores on the posttests. On the other hand, third 
grade subjects' acquisition of mathematics skills appeared to 
be significantly affected by treatment conditions for Con-
cepts and Application. Again, subjects in the self-contained 
treatments (TBE and SUB) scored higher than subjects in the 
two pull-out treatments (ESLP and TBE/ESLP), but there were no 
significant differences between subjects in the self-contained 
treatment groups or the pullout groups. At the first grade 
level, treatment conditions did not appear to impair or posi-
tively influence the acquisition of math subject matter. At 
the third grade, treatment conditions did have a significant 
effect on students' Concept and Application skills. 
These findings provide support for the differences of 
opinions among bilingual researchers over the question of 
language choice for mathematics instructions. For example, 
Macnamara's research (1967) suggested that when instruction is 
given in the weaker language of minority students, they may 
have difficulty dealing with the subject matter, particularly 
where verbal reasoning (problem solving) is involved. Caz den 
( 19 7 9 ) points 
mathematical 
out that word problems are not presented in 
terms, but in ordinary 1 anguage which the 
learners must convert into precise mathematical expressions 
before they can be solved. For LEP students, this is a rather 
advanced level of control of English required for transforming 
word problems into mathematical terms and operations. Cazden 
suggests that discussions concerning when to use the second 
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language in the teaching of math to LEP students should de-
pend at least in part on grade level. In the early years of 
school, much that is taught in mathematics can be communicated 
through nonverbal means such as the manipulation of objects 
and materials. This could provide support for why there were 
no significant differences found for first grade subjects 
across the treatment conditions. 
On the other hand, Saville-Troike (1971) came to quite 
a different conclusion concerning the language in which LEP 
students should be taught math. They advise teaching math to 
LEP students directly in English rather than in their native 
language or bilingually, since individuals growing up in this 
society will be doing whatever advanced mathematics they have 
to do in English. 
Studies comparing math achievement in LEP students 
generally indicate an advantage for those who are taught 
mathematics, at least in part, in their language. Students 
who are taught math exclusively in English do not do as well 
as those who are taught bilingually, especially in the early 
primary years (Elizondo De Weffer, 1972: Olesini, 1971: 
Trevino, 1968). Students who receive math instruction in 
their Ll may not perform as well when tested in English, sug-
gesting that skills acquired in their Ll may not transfer 
altogether, or perhaps that the language used in the tests may 
be difficult for LEP students who have not received mathema-
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tics instruction in that language. Skoczylas (1972) found 
that students who received math in Spanish did not do well 
when measured in English. Valdez (1984) indicated that in his 
research in Paraguay, students in experimental groups who were 
taught math in Spanish and Guarani did not perform better than 
control group students who were taught exclusively in Spanish, 
their second language, until the third grade, suggesting that 
it may take as many as three years for the effects of bilin-
gual instruction in mathematics to be apparent. 
summary of Results Related to Testing Null Hypothesis #1 
The Null Hypothesis #1 stated that there were no dif-
ferences in oral English language acquisition and achievement 
in reading, language and math for Spanish-speaking students in 
the first and third grades across four instructional treatment 
conditions: 1) ESL Pullout (ESLP), 2) TBE and ESL Pullout 
(TBE/ESLP), 3) TBE, and 4) Control Group - Submersion (SUB). 
To test this Null Hypothesis, the statistical technique of 
analysis of covariance was used. Additionally, post-hoc mul-
tiple comparison t-tests were used to determine which of the 
treatment groups differed significantly from the other groups. 
Rejection of Null Hypothesis #1 was based on the results of 
the ANCOV A's was performed in the areas of language, reading, 
math and oral language proficiency. These results are sum-
marized in Table 40. 
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TABLE 40 
Null Hypothesis 1 - Summary of ANCOVA Results 
Test Significance 
GRADE 1 
oral English Language Proficiency p < .01 
Reading Total N.S. 
Phonic Analysis N.S. 
vocabulary N.S. 
Comprehension p < .05 
Language Expression N.S. 
Math Computation N.S. 
Math Concepts and Applications N.S. 
GRADE 3 
Oral English Language Proficiency p < .001 
Reading Total p < • 05 
Phonic Analysis p < .05 
Structural Analysis p < • 05 
Vocabulary N.S • 
Comprehension p < • 05 
Spelling p < .01 
Language Total N.S • 
Language Mechanics p < . 05 
Language Expression N.S. 
Math Computation N.S. 
Math Concepts and Applications p < • 05 
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Rejection of Null Hypothesis #1 for first grade sub-
jects was based on the significant differences which existed 
across treatments for Oral English Proficiency and Reading 
comprehension in English. Although there were no significant 
differences across treatments for Reading Vocabulary, Phonic 
Analysis and Total Reading, there were significant differences 
found between treatment groups that revealed subjects 
attaining higher scores in the two self-contained treatments 
(TBE and SUB). The same held true for the areas of Language 
Expression and Mathematics. 
Rejection of Null Hypothesis #1 for third grade 
subjects was based on various significant differences which 
occurred across treatments for Oral English Proficiency, Total 
Reading, Phonic Analysis, Structural Analysis, Comprehension, 
Spelling, Language Mechanics and Mathematics Concepts and 
Applications. 
In the areas of Vocabulary, Total Language, Language 
Expression and Math Computation there were no significant dif-
ferences found across treatments, but there were a few dif-
ferences reported between treatment groups which revealed the 
same pattern which occurred with the first grade subjects. 
That is to say the two self-contained treatments (TBE and SUB) 
did attain higher scores than the sub~ects in the two pullout 
treatment groups (ESLP and TBE/ESLP ). 
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At the first grade level, students are just beginning 
to make cognitive growth in language acquisition and in 
academic areas. Consequently, it is not surprising that 
different treatments for English language acquisition failed 
to reveal significant differences. However, at the third 
grade level it became more apparent that subjects were exposed 
to more areas requiring "cognitive academic language 
proficiency" skills to perform well. Students attaining 
higher scores were often those who received the self-contained 
treatment (TBE) which provided instruction in the content 
areas in their native language and gave them formal ESL in-
struction in the same classroom setting. This finding is sup-
ported by various other studies reported which found similar 
results (Snow, 1983; Hakuta, 1986; Willig, 1985; Saville-
Troike, 1984). 
Al 1 of the results reported here must be interpreted 
with caution. First, the design was cross-sectional rather 
than longitudinal and the cumulative effects of bilingual 
education or ESL could not be directly examined. Second, the 
intact classroom groups used in the Control group situation 
were in a private parochial setting and may not be in fact 
representative of the subjects in the treatment groups in the 
public school setting. 
Results Related to Testing Null Hypothesis #2 
Null Hypothesis #2 stated that there are no dif-
ferences between previous formal schooling experience in the 
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U.S. and English language acquisition across the treatment 
conditions (ESLP, TBE/ESLP, TBE and Control - SUB}. 
Analysis of covariance was used to examine English 
language scores of all treatment conditions by previous formal 
schooling experience. These results were analyzed by grade 
and described as follows. 
Results Related to Testing Null Hypothesis #2 - Language 
Acquisition First Grade 
The first test (LAS(E)) administered was designed to 
measure Oral Eng 1 ish Proficiency. There were no significant 
differences found for subjects across treatment conditions for 
previous formal schooling experience and the acquisiton of 
Oral Language Proficiency at the .05 level of significance 
(See Appendix C-I). 
The second measure used was the CAT Language test which 
measured Language Expression. There were no significant dif-
ferences found for subjects across treatment conditions for 
previous formal schoo 1 ing experience and Language Express ion 
at the .05 level of significance (See Appendix C-II). 
The third measure was designed to assess Total Reading 
abi 1 ity and yield individual subtest scores for Phonic 
Analysis, Vocabulary and Comprehension. No significant dif-
ferences were found for subjects across treatments for 
previous formal schooling experience and Reading Ability at 
the .05 level of significance (See Appendix C-III). 
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Based on a 11 of the above 1 anguage measurement results, 
Null Hypothesis #2 failed to be rejected for grade 1 subjects 
because there were no significant differences revealed for 
previous formal schooling experience across the four treat-
ment conditions and language acquisition (See Table 41). 
TABLE 41 
Summary of Null Hypothesis #2 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores 
Language Acquisition by Previous Formal Schooling -
First Grade 
Previous Formal Schooling 
Test MS F Value Sig. of F 
Oral English Proficiency 38.53 0.50 0.605 
Language Expression 11. 05 1. 90 0.156 
Total Reading 51.97 1.18 0.311 
Phonic Analysis 12.53 1.19 0.309 
Vocabulary 28.11 4.73 0.072 
Comprehension 3.61 0.58 0.559 
Results Related to Testing Null Hypothesis #2 - Language 
Acquisiton Third Grade 
Th~ first test (LAS(E)) administered was designed to 
measure Oral English Language Proficiency for third grade 
subjects. The ANCOVA procedure revealed that there were no 
significant differences found for subjects across treatment 
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conditions for previous formal schooling experience and the 
acquisition of Oral Language Proficiency at the .05 level of 
significance (See Appendix C-IV). 
A second measure was designed to assess Language 
abilities and included the skill areas of Spelling, Expression 
and Meehan i cs. The AN COVA perf armed revealed no significant 
differences for subjects across treatment conditions for pre-
vious formal schooling experience and Total Language Achieve-
ment at the .05 level of significance (See Appendix C-V). 
Examination of the subtest scores for spelling, expression and 
mechanics also revealed ANCOVA results which indicated there 
were no significant differences found for subjects across 
treatment conditions for previous formal schooling experience 
and expression and mechanics at the .05 level of significance. 
A third measure assessed total reading ability which in-
cluded the areas of Phonic Analysis, Structural Analysis, 
Vocabulary and Comprehension. ANCOVA results indicated there 
were no significant differences found across treatment con-
ditions for previous formal schooling experience and for any 
of the above reading areas at the .05 level of significance 
(See Appendix C-VI). 
Based on all of these language measurement results, Null 
Hypothesis #2 was not rejected for grade 3 subjects because 
there were no significant differences found across t rea tmen t 
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conditions for prevous formal schooling experience and 
language acquisition (See Table 42). 
TABLE 42 
Summary of Null Hypothesis #2 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores 
Language Acquisition by Previous Formal Schooling -
Third Grade 
Previous Formal Schooling 
Test MS F Value Sig. of F 
Oral English Proficiency 50.16 1. 30 0.281 
Language Expression 4.51 0.21 0.884 
Language Mechanics 9.01 0.99 0.401 
Spelling 9.50 1. 81 0.153 
Total Reading 20.15 0.26 0.850 
Phonic Analysis 4.72 0.51 0.673 
Structural Analysis 5.14 1. 31 0.277 
Vocabulary 5.12 0.69 0.556 
Comprehension 5.65 0.26 0.847 
In summary, Null Hypothesis #2 was not rejected for grade 
1 and grade 3 subjects because there were no significant dif-
ferences across treatment conditions for English language 
acquisiton and previous formal schooling experience. At these 
grade levels, previous schooling does not appear to have an 
impact on English language acquisition, probably because of 
126 
the basic level of acquisition that goes on in the primary 
years of schooling. One would expect previous schooling to 
have an effect at the upper grades where content is cogni-
tively more demanding and the language is context reduced. 
Results Relating to Testing Null Hypothesis #3 
Nul 1 Hypothesis #3 states that thei::-e ai::-e no di ff2rences 
between number of years residing in the U.S. and English 
language acquisition across the ti::-eatment conditions (ESLP, 
TBE/ ESLP I TBE & Control-SUB). 
Analysis of covariance was used to examine English 
language progress of all treatments by years i::-esiding in the 
U.S. These results were analyzed by grade and described in 
the following section. 
Results Related to Testing Null Hypothesis #3 - Language 
Acquisition - First Grade 
Three mP.asures were used to assess language acquisition 
of first grade subjects: 1) Oral English Proficiency 
(LAS(E)), 2) Language Expression - ~ and 3) Reading - CAT. 
The Reading test included three individual subtests which also 
looked at Phonic Analysis, Vocabulai::-y and Comprehension 
Skills. 
The ANCOVA procedures per for-med for al 1 test scores re-
vealed that there were no significant differences at the .05 
level for language acquisiton based on al 1 of the aforernen-
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tioned measures across all treatment conditions by the number 
of years of residence in the U.S. (See Summary Table 43 and 
Appendices C-I and C-VI). 
TABLE 43 
Summary of Null Hypothesis #3 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores -
Language Acquisition by Years of Residence in the U.S. -
First Grade 
Years in the U.S. 
Test M.S. F Value Sig. of F 
Oral English Proficiency 70.63 0.92 0.401 
Language Expression 9.66 1.66 0.196 
Total Reading 14.73 0.33 0.715 
Phonic Analysis 5.38 0.56 0.573 
Vocabulary 3.40 0.57 0.566 
Comprehension 5.26 0.85 0.430 
Based on these findings, Null Hypothesis #3 was not re-
jected for subjects in grade 1, because there were no signifi-
cant differences found across treatment conditions for year-s 
of residence in the U.S. and language acquisition. 
Results Related to Testing Null Hypothesis #3 - Language 
Acquisition - Third Grade 
Three measures of language acquisition were also used to 
assess the areas of oral proficiency, expression and reading 
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for third grade subjects. These tests included: 1) Oral Lan-
g u age Prof i c i ency , 2 ) Language Express ion , 3 ) ~1 e ch an i cs , 4) 
spelling, 5) Reading Phonic Analysis, 6) Structural Analysis, 
7) Vocabulary and 8) Comprehension. 
The ANCOVA procedures performed revealed that there were 
no significant differences at the .05 level for language 
acquisition on any of the above tests across all treatment 
conditions by the number of years of residence in the U.S. 
(See Table 44 and Appendices c-r and C-VI). 
TABLE 44 
Summary of Null Hypothesis #3 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores -
Language Acquisition by Years of Residence in the U.S. -
Third Grade 
Years in the U.S. 
M.S. F Value Sig. of F 
Oral English Proficiency 50.09 1. 30 0.27C) 
Language Expression 2.89 0.13 0.967 
Language Mechanics 3.41 0.37 0.824 
Spelling 7.15 1. 36 0.256 
Total Reading 74.71 0.98 0.422 
Phonic Analysis 6.92 0.75 0.558 
Vocabulary 4.46 0.60 0.658 
Comprehension 16.97 0.80 0.525 
Structural Analysis 6. 28 1.60 0.183 
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Based on these findings, Null Hypothesis #3 was not 
rejected for third grade subjects because there were no sig-
nificant differences found across treatment conditions for the 
number of years residing in the U.S. and lanquaqe acquisition. 
In summary, Null Hypothesis #3 was not rejected for first 
and third grade subjects because there were no significant 
differences found in English language acquisition and the 
number of years residing in the U.S. across treatment con-
ditions. Most likely, subjects are still using their native 
language outside the school environment regardless of the 
number of years that they have resided in the U.S. Conse-
quently, the number of years of residence in the U.S. does not 
appear to have an impact on acquiring the English language. 
Chapter Summary 
Multivariate and univariate analyses of covariance and t-
tests were calculated to test the hypotheses related to dif-
ferences among three treatment groups and the control group 
(subjects receiving English as a second language in a pullout 
setting (ESLP); subjects receiving English as a second lan-
guage and Transitional Bilingual Education in a pullout set-
ting (ESLP/TBE); subjects receiving Transitional Bilingual 
Education in a self-contained setting (TBE); and the Control 
Group, students submerged in a regular self-containo.d mono-
lingual classroom receiving no special instruction (SUB)). 
The first hypothesis ·?xamined students' English language 
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acquisiton and achievement and the impact of various treat-
men ts. The results of the statistical analyses can be sum-
marized as follows: 
1) On a measure of English oral language proficiency, 
first grade subjects in the Control-Sub group and 
TBE treatment group performe~ significantly better 
than students receiving the ESLP and ESLP/TBE treat-
ments: in third grade, subjects in the TBE treat-
ment group outperformed all other treatment groups 
and the t~o treatment groups which performed sig-
nificantly better than the others were subjects in 
the self-contained treatment groups (Control-SUB & 
TBE) in both grades: 
2) On measures of English Reading, first grade subjects 
scored equally well in all treatment groups with the 
exception of one skill area -- Comprehension. Sub-
jects in the Control-SUB group performed signifi-
cantly better than subjects in all other treatment 
groups: in third grade there were significant dif-
ferences that revealed that subjects in the TBE 
treatment outperformed the ESLP and TBE/ESLP treat-
ment groups. Subjects in the self-contained treat-
ment groups outperformed subjects in the pullouts. 
On the Phonic Analysis subtest, the Structural 
Analysis subtest and the Comprehension test, sub-
jects in the Control-SUB group and the TBE treat 
ment group significantly outperformed subjects in 
the other two treatment groups: 
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3) On measures of Language, first grade students did 
equally well in all treatment groups~ in third 
grade, subjects in the TBE and Control-SUB groups 
scored significantly better in Spelling and 
Mechanics than subjects in the other two treatment 
groups. The TBE treatment subjects did signifi-
cantly better than all other treatments on the 
Mechanics test~ 
4) On measures of Mathematics achievement, first 
grade subjects did equally well in all treatments 
in Computation, but t-tests performed indicated 
significant differences between subjects in the 
ESLP treatment group and subjects in the TBE group 
and significant differences between subjects in 
the ESLP group and the Control-SUB group. ESLP 
had the lowest attainment of all groups. There 
were no significant differences reported for the 
Concepts and Applications subtest: in third grade, 
there were no significant differences found for 
subjects across treatments in the area of Compu-
tation, but in the areas of Concepts and Applica-
tions, subjects in the TBE group and subjects in 
the Control-SUB group outperformed subjects in the 
two pullout treatment groups. The subjects in 
the TBE group treatment attained the highest mean 
score. 
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The second and third hypotheses were designed to examine 
the relationship of the acquisiton of English to previous 
formal schooling experience and the nuMber of years residing 
in the U.S. and their impact across treatment conditions. The 
results are summarized as follows: 
1) Subjects in all treatments performed equally well 
across treatments regardless of their previous 
formal schooling for subjects in first and third 
grades. 
2) Number of yP.ars of residence in the U.S. appeared 
to have no impact on any of the treatment condition 
measures -- students did as well regardless of 
their exposure time in the U.S. 
These results should be interpreted with caution, since a 
cross-sectional design does not always permit cumulative 
benefits of bili~gual instruction, ESL or other treatments 
from surfacing. 
summary of Findings 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS 
It has only been during the last 15 years that bilingual 
education programs have been systematically implemented 
throughout the country. As a result, practitioners have found 
themselves without a solid empirical data base upon which to 
make decisions affecting instructional practices for effective 
acquisition of English as a second language. This investi-
gation was an attempt to provide answers to some of the most 
pressing questions regarding the acquisition of English 
language proficiency and basic achievement skills among second 
language learners. 
Three hypotheses were generated with regard to the 
teaching and learning of English oral language and basic 
achievement skills among LEP students. The first was related 
to differences in student performance in oral English language 
and basic achievement areas among three different experimen-
tal, instructional treatment groups and a control group. 
These three experimental groups were randomly established in 
the public schools according to the following second language 
teaching approaches: 1) the ESL Pullout approach; 2) the 
Transitional Bilingual Education approach in combination with 
ESL Pullout approach and 3) the self-contained Transitional 
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Bilingual Education approach. The Control Group, which 
employed the Submersion approach, was established in the 
parochial schools with intact classrooms and subjects did not 
receive any special treatment for English acquisition. 
The second and third hypotheses were related to the iden-
tification of sociological and demographic variables asso-
ciated with the acquisition of oral language and basic 
achievement skills. These variables included previous years 
of formal schooling experience and the number of years 
residing in the U.S. Other variables examined included: sex, 
ethnic background, age, socio-economic status, dominant home 
language, number of siblings, number of parents in the home 
and number of relatives at home. 
The sample consisted of 160 Spanish background students 
of limited English proficiency in grades 1 and 3 who were 
enrolled in 3 public and 2 parochial schools in Waukegan, 
Illinois. Students were randomly assigned to 3 treatments in 
the public schools. The Control Group consisted of intact 
classrooms (first and third grade subjects in the parochial 
schools). Students were pretested in September, 1983 and 
post tested in Apr i 1, 1984 on the LAS - Eng 1 i sh Ora 1 Language 
Proficiency Test and the CAT - California Achievement Test. 
Background information was also collected from teachers and 
parents. 
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Data from these samples were analyzed separately through 
the use of the following statistical procedures: analysis of 
variance, analysis of covariance and t-tests. The data for 
the statistical analyses were further subdivided by skill 
areas (i.e., oral Eng 1 i sh, 1 anguage, reading and mathematics). 
The results from these analyses are summarized as follows. 
Effects of the Treatments on Oral English Language Proficiency 
and Basic Achievement 
In oral English proficiency, the findings indicated 
statistically significant differences among first and third 
grade subjects. First grade students who race i ved the se 1 f-
c on ta i ned, Transitional Bilingual Education treatment and 
subjects in the Control Group - Submersion treatment outper-
formed students who received the ESL Pullout treatment and the 
combination treatment - Transitional Bilingual/ESL Pullout. 
Third grade students who received the self-contained TBE 
treatment performed better than subjects in the Control Group 
and better than subjects in the other two treatments (ESLP and 
TBE/ESLP). 
In Reading achievement, the findings indicated no statis-
tically significant differences among students in the first 
grade treatment groups with the exception of the subtest -
Comprehension. The subjects in the Control Group performed 
better in Comprehension than subjects in all the other treat-
men ts. In third grade, there were significant differences 
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among treatments for Reading Achievement, which revealed that 
subjects in the self-contained, Transitional Bilingual Edu-
cation treatment outperformed the subjects in all other treat-
ment groups. On subtests such as: Phonic Analysis, 
structural Analysis and Comprehension, subjects in the TBE 
group and the Control group outperformed subjects in the other 
two treatment groups (ESLP and TBE/ESLP). 
In Lang uaqe Ach ie vemen t, there were no significant di f-
f erences reported across treatments for first grade students. 
However, in thir:I grade, the TBE group students performed 
better in Mechanics than all other students. The TBE students 
and Control Group students outperformed students in the other 
two treatment groups in Spelling. 
In Mathematics Achievement, there were no significant 
differences reported for first grade subjects in the areas of 
Computation and Concepts and Applications. Nevertheless, sub-
jects in the TBE and Control treatment groups attained the 
highest performances in both areas of math in comparison to 
students in the other two treatment groups. In third grade, 
there were also no significant differences found among treat-
ments for Computation skills. However, students in the TBE 
treatments group and Control group outperformed students in 
the other two treatment g~oups in Concepts and Applications. 
The TBE approach students attained the highest scores. 
Throughout these results, subjects in the self-contained, 
TBE treatment group performed significantly well. However, it 
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was not anticipated that the Control-Submersion group students 
would outperform the other two groups who did receive special 
instructional treatments. 
sociological and Demographic Variables Related to English 
Acquisition 
Based on the results of frequency analyses, crosstabu-
lations, analysis of variance and chi-square analyses per-
formed, no trends were found for many of the independent 
variables (age, sex, ethnic origin, number of parents, 
siblings and relatives living at home and free lunch 
recipients) considered. However, previous formal schooling 
experience and the number of years residing in the United 
States were examined to see what effect they had among the 
various treatment groups. 
The statistical findings revealed that subjects in all 
the treatment groups of first and third grades performed as 
well in English, regardless of the number of years of previous 
formal schooling or the number of years they had resided in 
the United States. 
Generalizability of Findings 
Upon reviewing the findings, careful consideration must 
be given to the limitations inherent in this study. The 
principal delimitation derives from the fact that this 
investigation was limited to Spanish-speaking minority 
students in first and third grades enrolled in public and 
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parochial school settings in Waukegan, Illinois. 
consequently, caution should be exercised in interpreting 
these results as characteristic of all second language 
learners. Different results might be found among students 
\Yhose first language is other than Spanish, and whose social, 
environmental and attitudinal characteristics differ from the 
students in this study. 
Another limitation on the generalizability of the 
findings arises from the nature of the research design. The 
Control treatment group involved intact classrooms which were 
located in a private school setting, as opposed to the treat-
ment groups, which were in a public school setting. The pos-
sibility exists that results might be attributable to the 
unique characteristics of the Control group and not to the 
lack of treatment. It is possible that the attitudes of 
students in the ~arochial schools, and their parents, were 
different from those of the public school subjects. Although 
several techniques were used to control for possible unique 
characteristics, the nature of educational research precludes 
total elimination of confounding variables. This confounding 
is difficult to eliminate in that public schools are required 
to provide special language assistance to children whose 
dominant language is other than English. Therefore, it is 
impossible to use a randomization procedure exclusively within 
the public school setting. 
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Final 1 y, it should be noted that a cross-sectional study 
has inherent weaknesses. Research has shown that there may be 
initial lags in student performance among those who partici-
pate in bi 1ingua1 programs. But these 1 ag s are of ten short-
term in nature and the benefits of treatment can be determined 
more conclusively through longitudinal studies. 
To determine whether or not the above cited 1 imitations 
affect the generalizability of the findings, additional 
research must be conducted. Nevertheless, there are several 
implications which can be drawn based on the available re-
sults. 
Implications for Practitioners 
The major objective of this investigation was to provide 
additional empirical data which practitioners could use in 
designing, implementing and refining instructional programs 
for limited English proficient students. Specifically, the 
question of which is the most effective approach in acquiring 
English language was addressed. Based on the findings of this 
study, it remains difficult to make one general statement re-
garding the superiority of a second language learning 
approach. Long range benefits which might be attributed to 
one of the treatments cannot be determined within the scope of 
this study. However, there were unanticipated findings that 
have some definite implications for the designing of second 
language learning classrooms. 
Specifically, the findings consistently suggested that 
140 
students do better in a self-contained classroom environment 
instead of a pullout approach, where they are taken out of 
their regular classrooms and given special instruction. The 
research on effective schools has substantiated the negative 
effects of pullout programs in numerous investigations. The 
negative labeling and the isolation of students needing 
special support in a pullout program adversely affected 
achievement performance. One finding revealej that homogenous 
grouping leads to relatively little use of the weaker language 
and consequently works against the students obtaining appro-
priate input for second language development (Milk, 1980). 
The findings consistently revealed that the ESLP approach 
had the lowest performance on all measures. Even though 
students received specialized instruction from a specially 
trained teacher, it appears that subjects acquire more English 
skills in an integrative language learning environment. 
Also, the model of transitional bilingual education in 
which students did the best was one that was a self-contained 
(TBE) classroom which was purposefully mixed with native 
speakers of English. This bilingual class allowed the 
English proficient student an exposure to Spanish as a foreign 
language, while the language minority student benefited from 
the opportunity to maintain the native language while 
concurrently acquiring a second language, English. Wong-
Fillmore (1982) also found that the presence of fluent English 
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speakers as interactive partners for LEP students in 
herterogeneous classroom settings seem to generate a signifi-
cant quantity of linguistic input for second language 
learners. The status quo transitional bilingual education 
pullout approach did not perform as well as the TBE self-con-
tained model. These findings could imply that a more 
effective design of bilingual education to implement is the 
self-contained, two-way im~ersion approach where both popula-
tions of students can have a natural opportunity to interact 
and be exposed to both languages. 
The research on bilingual education and ESL is scanty 
concerning the differences between self-contained versus pull-
out classroom instructional models. The results of this in-
vestigation strongly suggest that self-contained approaches 
perforrn best. 
Current research has suggested that a thorough knowledge 
of the second language is a prerequisite to the development of 
reading skills in the target language. If this is the case, 
it would appear wise to delay reading instruction in English 
until the student has attained oral competence in English. 
Results from this study suggest that students receiving 
reading instruction in their native language in the third 
grade did better overall in reading, probably due to the 
transfer of the reading process from Spanish to English. How-
ever, it appears that for the younger students, their initial 
exposure to either language is not sufficient enough to con-
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elude that reading in the native language is more effective. 
Research has shown that LEP students can acquire decoding 
skills relatively easily, even when they do not speak English 
(Cziko, 1978). The e~phasis on reading in first grade is on 
decoding skills. 
Once again, the Control Group results must be interpreted 
with caution due to the nature of the group intact class-
rooms in a parochial school setting. It is possible that 
children in these schools were exposed to more English from 
peers, teachers and people in their neighborhood of residence 
than children in schools where both school and neighborhood 
contained more non-English speakers. Since the control group 
did well on the measurements, the implications of more English 
exposure should be investigated in greater detail. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
While the present study has provided information on the 
effectiveness of specific second language learning approaches 
as well as variables associated with acquisition of skills, 
these are areas which require further investigation. With 
reference to the effectiveness of the particular second 
language learning approaches investigated, more longitudinal 
studies, involving similar subjects of this dissertation, need 
to be conducted. This would provide information as to the 
cumulative benefits of participation in a bilingual or ESL 
education model. Also, this study should be expanded to 
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higher grade levels to see what the impact of the treatments 
would be, especially in light of Cummins' (1981, 1984) 
research which cited evidence suggesting that it takes 
children about two years to master the oral language skills of 
the second language, while it takes five to seven years to 
develop cognitive academic language proficiency skills in the 
second 1 anguage. 
As a result of the findings reported here, perhaps this 
study should be replicated with a control group in the same 
schooling environment and one in which subjects could be ran-
domly assigned. Hopefully, this could be accomplished with 
special permission from state and federal authorities for 
research purposes, or in a state where bilingual education is 
not mandated by law. 
More research is needed to investigate the classroom 
environments and types, (i.e., pullout versus self-contained 
classes). Perhaps this is the most critical area in need of 
further research, relating it to the substantial studies on 
effective schools. 
Research should be directed at studying the interdepen-
dencies between the native 1 anguage and the second 1 anguage. 
This was not a major consideration in this investigation, but 
could have bearing on treatment effects. For example, do 
children who maintain their native language develop higher or 
lower skills in the second language and subsequently higher 
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order cognitive skills as opposed to children who do not main-
tain their native language? 
Teaching styles and instructional strategies need to be 
observed in detail for the various treatments studied in order 
to determine efficient and positive ways of training teachers 
in those specific skill areas. Teaching styles need to be 
matched with learning styles, especially with field dependent 
learners who are often second language learners. 
While this investigation focused on four second language 
teaching approaches, there are others that warrant further 
study. For example, only a handful of immersion programs for 
minority children have been implemented in the U.S. Perhaps 
the implementation of immersion programs might provide practi-
tioners with a wide range of available alternatives. 
Although not within the scope of this study, current 
research has suggested that affective variables play a sig-
nificant role in second language learning. More research 
needs to focus on investigating student, parent, teacher and 
community attitudes toward the second language and target 
culture. 
Based on the findings of this study, a simplistic state-
ment cannot be made regarding the superiority of one 
particular second language learning approach as compared to 
another. However, the answer may lie in the interaction of 
classroom environments and various instructional treatments. 
For the particular students in this study, follow-up 
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procedures are necessary to determine the cumulative benefits 
of instruction in the different second language learning 
approaches. 
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APPENDIX A-I 
23 ILLINOIS AOMINISTRAT!VC: CODE Ch. I I s. 228 
SUBTITLE A SUBCHAPTER f 
TITLE 23: EDUCA T!OH ANO CUL TIJRAL RESOURCES 
SUBT!TLE A: EOUCAT!ON 
CHAPTER !: STATE BOARD OF EDUCAT!ON 
SUBCHAPTER f': SPECIAL COURSES OF STUOY 
PART 228 
TRANSIT!ONAL BILINGUAL EDUCAT!ON 
Def1nit1ons 
Ident1f1ca.t1on and Assessment 
Esta.b11shment of Programs 
General Program Requirements 
?rogra.m Plan Approval and Reimbursement Procedures 
Enforcement 
AUTHORITY: Imolementing Article 14C and authorized by Section 2-3.39(1) of 
ihe School Cede <Ill. Rev. Stat. 1985. c~. 122. par. 14C-l et seq. a.na par. 
2-3. 39( 1)). 
SOURCE: Adopted May 28. 1 97 6; cod 1f1ed a. t 8 Ill . Reg. 51i 6 ; Part repea.1 ed, 
new Part adopted at 11 !11. Reg. 5969, effective Maren 23. 1987. 
tiOTE: ca.pita.llzation indicates statutory language. 
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APPENDIX A-I continued 
23 !LLINOIS,AOMINISTRAT!VE CCOE Ch. I l S. 228. 10 
SUBTITLE A SUBCHAPTER f 
ESt.. issued by the State Board of Education pursuant to 23 !11. 
Adm. COde 1.780. 1 .781, and 1.78Z <Public Schools Evaluation. 
Reccgnit1on and Su~ervisicn>. 
1
'Tra.nsi t1onal 611 i ngua.1 Education Program" mea.ns a. program which 
must be provided by a school district when there a.re w;thin an 
a.ttenaance center 20 or more students of the sa.ma non-Eng11sh 
language ba.c~ground ident1f,ed a.s below a.vera.ge In English 
prof,ciency. A student•s program can be either full-time or 
pa.r~-t1me. de~end1ng on the level of the student's prof1ciency in 
English. The school d1str1ct•s program must meet the standards set 
forth in Section 228.JO<a.> of this Pa.rt. 
1
'Tra.nsit1ona.I Program of Instruction" mea.ns a. program designed by a. 
school district when there a.re within a.n attendance center 19 or 
fewer students of the same non-English language bac~ground 
ldentif,ed a.s below a.vera.ge in English proficiency. The school 
d1strict•s program must meet the stanaaras set forth in Section 
ZZ8.30Cb) of this Pa.rt. 
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Def1 n1 t1ons 
"811 t ngua.1 Education Teacher .. means a. teacher who holds a 
Tra.ns1t1ona.1 S11tngual Cert1f1cate endorsed for teaching in a 
la.ngua.g1 other than English and issued by the State Board of 
Educa.t1on in accorda.nca w1th Z3 Ill. Adm. Code 25.90 
<Cert1f1ca.t1on>; or a. teacher who possesses a valtd Illtno\s 
cert1f1ca.t& issued pursuant to the provis1ons of 23 Ill. Adm. Coda 
25 <Cert1f1cat1on), and a. Statement of Approval Issued by the State 
Beard of Education in accordance w1th the provisions of 23 !11. 
Adm. Code 1.780 and 1.781 <Public Schools Evaluation, Recogn1t1on 
and Superv1s1on>. · 
"Engl 1 sh a.s a Second Language c ESL)" means speci a 11 zed i nstruct1 on 
designed to assist students wnosa home language is other than 
English ln attaining Engltsh language proficiency. ESL Instruction 
Includes sK111s development in ltstening, speaking, readtng, and 
wr1t1ng. <ESL Is not to be confused w1th English language arts as 
taugnt to students whose homa language ts English.) 
"!1oma Language" means that language normally used in the noma by 
the student and/or by the student's pa.rents or legal guardians. 
"!nd1v1dual Student Language Assessment .. means a procedure wh1ch 
datenn1nes a student's listening, spea.K.1ng, reading <Including 
c~rehens1on), and wr1t1ng sK1lls ln English. 
"Standard School Program .. means the educational program offered by 
the local scnool district to the majority of its stuaents. 
"Students Of Limited Engllsh Proficiency" means stuaents of 
non-English bacKgrouna wnose aural comarenension. sceaking, 
reading, or writing proficiency in English is below tne average 
English proficiency level of students of the same age and/or grade 
whose first er home language is English. 
"Students 01' Non-£ng11 sh Background" means students '"hose nat1 ve 
language is other tnan English or students wno come from nomes 
where a language other than English is spoken in daily interaction, 
either by tne stuaents themselves or by their parents or legal 
guardians. 
"Teacher of Engllsh as a Second Language" means a teacher who meets 
the requ1rements set forth in 23 Ill. Adm. Code 1 .782 <Public 
Schools Evaluat1on, Recogn1tion and Sucerviston>; a teacher who 
possesses a Sta.naard Scec1a1 cert1ficate endorsed for teaching ESL, 
issued by the State Board of Education in accordance with 23 !11. 
Adm. Code ZS <Cert1f1 cat1on>; or a teacher ·•ho possesses a valid 
Illinois certificate and a Statement of Approval for teacners cf 
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APPENDIX A-III 
Parent's Questionnaire 
Cuestionario para las pad.res 
I. General Infonnation-Infonnaci6n general 
1. Stu:lent's full naire 
163 
~-------------------~ 
Nattire ~leto del estudi.ante -----------------
2. Who is answering this questionnaire: 
Qui.en est! contest.anOO el cuesticnario: 
OJ Father (Padre) 
m r-t>ther .cmadre> 
OJ Other (Otra persona) Specify (especifique) ______ _ 
3. Place of birt."1: 
Looar de nacimi.ento: 
rrcther 
madre 
father 
----- padre ----
student 
estudiante 
4. HCM lanq have you and your =amily lived on the United States mainland? 
Haoe cuanto tietpe viven en las Estaoos tJnidos propios? 
Less than 6 ncnths m (nems de 6 meses) 
6 ncnths to 2 years CIJ (6 meses a 2 afus) 
2.1 to 5 years []] 
(2.1 a 5 afus) 
5.1 to 10 years !]] 
( 5 • l a l 0 afus) 
10.l to 20 years rn (10. l a 20 anos) 
All our lives m ('Ibcia la Vida) 
5. How long have you and your family lived in Illinois? 
Hac:e cuanto tienp:::> viven en Illinois? 
Less than 6 ncnths 
(nenos de 6 rreses) 
6 ncnths to 2 years 
(6 meses a 2 afus) 
2.1 to 5 years 
(2.1 a 5 anosl 
OJ 
m 
DJ 
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5.l to 10 years 
(5.l a 10 aiios) 
10 .1 to 20 years 
{10.l a 20 aiios) 
All our lives 
{'bla la vida) m 
6. Wham did you live before aming to Ill.incis. lEn q\E luqar ha 
de veru.r a Illil 
m MexiaJ m New York m Puer'..d RiaJ rn Latin Anerica rn CUba 
[!] I]] other (otro) Specify (Espec:. Texas 
ITl Florida 
rn Southwest (!EA) 
7. What was the last year of schooling a::rrpleted by: 
Basta ~ aiio esoolar ha est\Jdi.ado: 
A. M:rt:her (La mad.re) 
(]] None (no escuela) 
OJ Elenentar.r School 
(Escuela elenental) 
[D Jr. High School 
los pril!ercs oos aiios de 
educaci6n secundarl.a o Jr. 
High School) 
OJ Hiah Sclx:lol 
(Escuela secundarial 
[!] University (Universidad) 
a. v.tiat is the OCCtJCaticn of: 
Cull es la ocupacl6n de: 
A. !.'-bther (La rradre) 
m Deceased <rm.erta> 
[JJ Houselrife (Arna de casal 
rn Laborer (~leadc en f~ca 
o en el~) 
B. Father (El padre) 
[[] None (no escuela) 
OJ Elertentary School 
(Escuela elemen~all 
[]] Jr. Hiah School las 
primercs des aiios de educaciOn 
secundaria o Jr. Hich School) 
[Il High School 
(Esc:uela secundarial 
m University (Universidad) 
B. Father (El padre) 
m Deceased (muerto) 
m Laborer (~leaoo eri f~rica, 0 
el canco) 
m Maintenance (mantenllniento, ~ieza) 
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[I] Clerical (Oficina, tiendal 
m Maintenance ( Mantenimiento, 
l.ilrpieza) 
!]] Sales (Vendedora) 
{I] Nurse (Enfenrera) 
(!]Teacher aid (Ayudante de 
maestra) 
[]] Teacher (Maestra) 
ITJ Professional (Profesional) 
[[] Other (Otro l 
OJ Clerical (Oficina, tienda) 
[!] Construction (Construcciml 
rn Technician (T!cnico) 
(]]Sales (Vendecbr) 
m Teacher (Maestro) 
[!] Professional (Profesional) 
m Retired (RetiraCb). 
[[} Disabled (Enferno o incapaci tado 
para trabaj arl 
IITJ t.M~loyed (3 in ~lee l 
9. How many children Cb :;au have? [![)Other (Otrol ----------
Cu.§.ntos hijas e hijos hay en su familia? 
----------------
10. How many of your children attend (or have attended) a bilingual program? 
Cu.§.ntos de sus ni.i'Ds atienden o han atendiCb i,m programa bilingile? 
11. Other than the irmediate fanily (nother, father, and children) , does anyone 
else live in you household? 
Fuera de la familia imediata (madre, padre, hijas e hijos) , vi.ven otras 
personas en su hoqar? 
!JJ Yes (S!) 
[I] No (Nol 
II. Spanish and English Proficiency (conocimiento de Espai'ol e Ingles) 
12. How "-Ould each of you describe your Spanish speakina ability? (Circle the 
appropriate numer). 
Caro describir!a cada urx:> de ustedes su propia habilidad para hablar el 
espafiol? (Encierre el minero apropiaoo). 
rrcther father 
madre l . native padre l . native 
natiw natiw 
2. good 
bi en 
3. adequate 
adecuadanente 
2. good 
bien 
3 • ade::!uate 
adecuadanente 
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4. verv little 
mas-a menos 
5. eb not speak at all 
no lo hablo 
4 • very little 
mas 0 rrenos 
5 • do mt speak at all 
no lo hablo 
13. How v.ould each of vou describe vour own Scanish reading ability? (circle 
the approcriat.e nUnberl • · · 
c&o describida cada uno de ustedes su pmpia habilidad para leer el 
espaful? (Encierre el ntitero aprooiado). 
TtDther father 
mad.re 1. native padre 1. native 
nativa nativo 
2. good 2. good 
bien bien 
J. a~te 3. a~te 
adecuadarrente adecuaciartente 
4. ver: little 4. very little 
mas"o rreros mas 0 rrenos 
5. do not read it at all s. eb not read it at all 
no lo lee no lo lee 
14. lbw v.ould each of you describe your own Enqlish speaking ability? (Circle 
the appropriate nurri::lerl • 
c&ro describiria cada uoo de ust.edes su propia habilidad para hablar el 
ingl~s? (Encierre el nfrrero apropriacbl • 
rrother 
madre father 
1. native cadre 1. native 
native nativo 
2. good 2. aood 
bien bien 
3. adequate 3. adequate 
adecuadamente adecuada.Irente 
4. very little 4. very little 
mas 0 rrenos mas 0 rrenos 
5. cb not speak it at all 5. do not speak it at all 
oo lo hablo no lo hablo 
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15. Ha.I t.o.0uld each of you descril:e vour ONn Enalish read.inc ability? (Circle 
the aocrocriate ntmi::lerl • - - · 
c&o describir!a cada uno de ustedes su propia habilidad para leer el 
ingl~s? (Encierre el nUrrero apropiado) • 
rrother father 
~ 1. native cadre 1. native 
nativa - native 
2. good 2. good 
bien bien 
3. adequate 3. adequate 
adecuadamente adecuadamente 
4. very little 4. very little 
mAs o rren::is mAs o rrenos 
5. d:) not read it at all 5. do not read it at all 
no lo lee no lo lee 
16 • How would you ciescril:e the student' s Spanish speaking ability? (Circle the 
aocrocriate nurri:ler) • 
d5iro describir.1'.a la habilidad del estudiante o de la estudiante. (Encierre 
el nUirero apropiado) . 
1. native 
native 
2. good 
bi en 
3. adequate 
adecuaciamente 
4. very little 
!Ms o rrenos 
5. does not speak it at all 
oo lo habla 
17. Ha.I ~d ·you describe the student's Spanish reading ability? (Circle the 
appropriate nmb!r). 
CTiro descril:liria la habilidad de la estu:liante o ciel estudiante para leer 
el espaful? (Encien:e el nUrrero appropriac:D). 
1. native 
natiw 
2. good 
bi en 
3. adequate 
adec:uadarrente 
APPENDIX A-III continued 
4. 'l."er'Y little 
mis o rrenos 
5. cbes not read it at all 
no lo lee 
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18. How would you describe the student' s Enc:rlish speaking ability? (circle 
the accrocriate nunber). 
C(xro descr.-biria usted la habilidad de el (la) estudiante para hablar el 
ingJAs? {Encierre el nt3rrero apropiado). 
l. native 
nativo 
2. good 
bien 
3. ade:ruate 
adecuadarrente 
4. 'l.'erf little 
mas 0 rrenos 
5. cbes not speak it at all 
no lo habla 
19. How would you describe t.'"ie student' s English reading ability? (Circle the 
app~riate nurber). 
C(xro desc:ribiria usted la habilidad de el (la) estudiante para leer el 
inql~s? (Encierre el nt3rrero apropiado). 
l. native 
nativo 
.., 
c;ood ~. 
bie."1. 
]. a.deauate 
'ldecuadarrente 
4. very little 
mas 0 rrenos 
5. cbes r.ot sneak it at all 
no lo habla 
III. Lanquaqe Usage (Uso de las 2 lenauajes) 
20. \·/hat lanauaae do t.'"ie carents use rrost of the tirre at hane? 
000 idiama hablan en easa la l't'ayor parte del tiet;x:i? 
ITCther father 
madre m Spanish padre CD Spanish 
ITJ Enolish (]] English 
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21. What language do the parents use nest of the t.ima outside of the hate? 
(.Qui§ idiana hablan rras las padres cuando estl fuera de SU ~ar? 
22. 
m::>ther 
madre []]Spanish 
m English 
OJ Other 
father 
padre (I] Spanish 
rn English 
(]] Otller 
CO the parents prefer to read in English or in_Spanish? 
c.Prefieren los padres leer en ingl~ o en esparol? 
l!Dther 
mad.re [I) Spanish 
rn English 
father 
padre DJ Spanish 
rn English 
23. co carents crefer to watch Enalish or Scanish croqrams on television? 
Prefieren las pad.res ver proaramas de televisiOn en inglt§s o en escarol? 
rrother 
mad.re OJ Spam.sh 
(]]English 
father 
padre OJ Spanish 
(]] Enqlish 
24. CO parents prefer to listen to radio in Spanish or in Enqlish? 
Prefieren los padres escudlar la radio en ingl~ o en espaful? 
!!Dther 
madre !JJ Spanish 
[]]English 
father 
padre (JJ Spanish 
ITJ English 
25. What ~ cbes tb.e student use m::>st of the ti.Ire at hane? 
C:Qu~ idiara habla el (la) estudiante en casa la mayor parte del ti~? 
OJ Spanish 
OJ English 
26. COes the student prefer to read in English or in Spanish? 
El (la) estu:iiante prefiere leer en espaml o en ingl~s? 
(J] Spanish 
rn English 
27. coes the sttrlent prefer to watch English or Spanish programs on television? 
(.El (la) estudiante prefiere ver programas de televisi6n en espaiiol o en 
ing~? W Spanish 
rn English 
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28. Coes the student prefer to listen to the radio L.'1 Scanish or Enalish? 
G.El (la) estudi.ante prefiere escuchar radio en inqles o en esparol? 
OJ Spanish 
GJ English 
rl. Language Interaction Patterns - Patrones de USO del lenguaje. 
29. In aeneral, what lanquaae do you use nost often to speak to each other 
(rccther and father)? 
En general, en cu§.1 idiana se hablan uno con el ot.to (madre y padre)? 
OJ Spanish 
(I] Enalish 
[JJ Other 
30. In general , what lanauaae do oarents use to soeak to their c."'.ildren? 
En general, en cual ldi.ana le-habla a sus hijos? 
Father 
(J] Spam.sh 
(I] English 
OJ Other 
r-Dther 
IT] Spanish 
CI] Enqlish 
[]]other 
31. In general, what language cb your children use to speak to each other? 
32. 
33. 
En c:reneral, en c.21 idiana se hablan sus hijos el UI'X) con el otro? 
OJ Spanish 
W Enqlish 
[TI Other 
:n aeneral, ·....nat lancruaae do ':our children use to soeak to: 
En general, en cu.il idicrna le-habla a usted sus hijos? 
Father 
!J] S~anish 
{]]English 
rn Other 
r-Dther. 
(I] Spanish 
[]]English 
(]]Other 
A.re t."'.ere arr-/ regular exceptions to these patterns? (For exarmle, cbes one 
dlild speak Spanish to a younger brother or sister, but nostly- E~lish to 
an older brother or sister)? 
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lHay exceocianes reaulares a estos oatrones? (Por ejert;)lO, alguno de los 
nifus le habla en eSparol a 1.ll'X) de ios hennanos me?X)res, pero ingl~ en 
r!'a'jOr parte a los hennanos mayores)? 
v. :7eighborhood and Bilirx;ual P:rogram (Lugar de P-esiderx:ia) programa 
bil.ingtie. 
34. Is the neighborhood in which you live primarily Spanish-speaking or 
Englis~speaking? 
En el barrio en que ustedes y sus hijos e hijas viven, los vecinos hablan 
genera.lnente en esparol o en ingl~? 
II] Spanish (esparoll 
m English (ingl~) 
35. What country are most of your neighbors fran? 
C:.De que pais sen la rrayorfa de sus vecinos? 
[]] Con' t kncM (no s~) []] CUban (CUbaro) 
til l'-Exi.can (M:!jicano) m us. Anglo (EEtJU blanCXls) 
ITJ Puerto Rican (Puert:orriquefio) m U.S. Black (EEtJU negros) 
36. What do you think is the main purpose of the bilingual education program? 
G.Cufil. piensa Ud. que es el prop6sito principal de el program de educaci6n 
bili.ngtie? (Marque s6lo un nGrrero) 
[]] Con' t understand (oo entiend;)) 
[I] To have pride in Spanish heritage (hacer a los niflos orgullosos 
de su cultura nativa) 
(]]To learn basic skills (aprender las destrezas b§sicasl 
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rn To teach kids in their own languaae (ensefiar a los ninos en 
su lenguaje nativo) 
[]]To get a better education (recibir una educacic5n mejor) 
rn To learn both l~ (aprender los dos lenguajes) 
m To learn English but Maintaining native language and 
heritage (aprender I~le; oero mantenienoo el esoaiiol Y la 
cul tura nati val 
[!] other (Specify) - Otro (especifiquel _________ _ 
37. Why cb you want your cr.ild to receive bilingual education? 
(.Perque quiere Ud. que su nifu (a) reciba educaci6n bilin~? 
m Don It understand (No entiencb) 
[IJ So t.li.at he knows who he is and have pride in self and 
culture (para que el niiio ccnozca su origen y se sienta 
orgulloso de si misrrc y su cul tura) 
(]] So that he/she learn basic skills in Spanish and English 
(para que pueda aprender las destrezas ~icas en Espanol 
e ingles) 
[]]So that he/she can learn English (para que pueda aorender 
ingl~s) 
m So that the child doesn It have the Sarti! problems the parents 
had wren they carre to this country. (para que el nifu no tenqa 
el misrrc problana que lcs 
padres tuvieron al Yenir a 
este pa!s.) 
m To have better opportunities in life and a better self-image 
(para rrejorar las ~rtunidades del niOO y guardar una inagen 
persc:nal rM.s posi ti val 
m To learn Spanish better (para aprender espaful Ine]Or) 
m Other (specify) otrc (specif~) 
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38. If th.is is the first year your child is enrolled in a bilingual progrcm, 
why was he not enrolled preViously? 
Si ~te es el oriner aro que su nifio(a) a side matriculado en un programa 
bili~, porcil.E no fue matriculado antes? 
{J] The child was too young for sch:x:ll (el n.ifu no est.aha en edad 
esc:olar) 
W Never hear-J. of the program before ncM (ro supe del programa antes 
este aro) 
[}]Was rot living in Illinois (no viv!a in Illirois) 
[!] Did rot realize the value of the program (ro me daba cuenta del 
valor del programal 
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Dear Parent, 
The Waukegan Public School District is interes-
ted in finding the most effective instructional ap-
proach to meet the needs of limited English proficient 
students in our schools. Consequently, as Supervisor of 
Bilingual Education and ESL Programs for the District, I 
will conduct an experiment with limited English profi-
cient, Hispanic, first and third graders in our schools 
this year. 
Teachers have been asked to volunteer for this 
project and their classes will be randomly assigned to 
receive one of the three different approaches to lang-
uage learning. 
I wil I give students participating in the 
project pre tests in the areas of Language, Reading and 
Math in the Fal I. In the Spring, these same students 
will take post tests. We will compare the test results 
to see the progress they have made and to see if there 
is a significant difference between the methods. 
The results from this experiment will be used 
in two ways. It will be used to help us improve the 
instructional program we presently offer limited English 
proficient students in our District. Secondly, this ex-
periment wil 1 be used as a basis for my PhD. disserta-
tion work at Loyola University. 
Participation in this project is voluntary. 
There wil 1 be no risk to any student who participates. 
All test results wil 1 be kept confidential and shared 
with you on an individual basis if so desired. Any child 
may withdraw from the program at any time without bias, 
with your permission. 
Your child;s teacher has volunteered to be part 
of the study. If this meets with your approval, please 
complete the attached consent form, signed, to your 
child;s teacher as soon as possible. 
I will hold an orientation meeting for all par-
ents with students in the project at a later date, so 
please watch your mail for this announcement. 
If you have any questions concerning the 
project, please feel free to contact me at the Bilingual 
Department, 336-3100, x 458. 
Sincerely, ~ ~~.d~.,. 
Marlene S. Kamm 
Director of Bilingual 
Ed. & ESL Programs 
APPENDIX A-IV continued 
PARENT CONSENT FORM 
Bilingual/ESL Program Experiment 
Program Title: "A Comparison of ESL Methodology and 
BilingL1al Education" and 
"Their Effects on the Acquisition 
of English Language Proficiency" 
175 
I, the parent/guardian of _________________ _ 
a minor ___ years of age, consent to his/her participation 
in the first and third grade bilingual/ESL research project 
being conducted by Marlene Kamm, Supervisor of Bilingual 
Education and ESL Programs, Waukegan Public School District #60. 
I understand that no risk is involved and that I may 
withdraw mv child from participation at anytime without bias. 
SIGNATURE OF PARENT 
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Est1maaos Padres: 
El d1strito escolar de las escuelas publ icas de Waukegan, esta 
interesado en encontrar la meJor manera de ensenar Ingles a los ninos 
en nuestras escuelas. Deb1do a esto, como superv1sora de los 
programas de Educac1on Bil ingue y ESL del distrito, conducire un 
exper1mento, este ano, con n1nos de primer y te~cer grades de nuestras 
escuelas. 
Se les ha pedido a los maestros que cooperen en este proyecto 
voluntar1amente. Sus clases han sido as1gnadas a recibir uno de tres 
metoaos diferentes para aorender el idioma. 
En el otono, todos los estudiantes que partic1pen en este 
proyecto rec1biran un pre-examen en las areas de Lenguas, Lectura y 
Matemat1cas. En la pr1mavera, recibiran un post examen. Luego, 
~omoararemos los resultaaos para ver el progreso oue nan hecho y para 
ver s1 hav una d1ferenc1a s1gn1ficante entre los metoaos usaaos. 
Los resultados de este exper1mento seran usados de dos maneras. 
Se usaran para avudarnos a meJorar el programa de ensenanza que se 
ofrece oresentemente a los estudiantes en nuestro distrito. El 
exoer1mento tamo1en se usara como una base para mi tes1s para un 
Doctoraao de la Un1vers1dad de Loyola. 
La part1cipac1on en este proyecto es voluntar1a. No hay riesgo 
alguno para los estudiantes que partic1pen. Los resultados de las 
examenes se mantenaran confidenc1ales y se discutiran con usted 
ind1v1dualmente, si usted asi lo desea. Cualquier estudiante puede 
ret1rarse del program a cualqu1er momenta sin n1ngun problema, con su 
consent1m1ento por suouesto. 
La maestratmaestro ae su n1no1a ha ofrec1do voluntar1amente ser 
parte ae este provecto. Si ustea esta de acuerao con esto, favor de 
compietar y firmar la forma de perm1so 1adJunto> y env1arla a la 
maestra de su nine. 
Conauc1re una or1entac1on para todos los padres con ninos en este 
provecto. Este penaiente para el anunc10 de la fecha. 
Si tiene alguna pregunta con respecto a este proyecto, favor de 
llamarme, al Departamento Bil ingue al 336-3100, EXT. 458. 
Marlene S. Kamm 
Directora de los Programas 
de Educac1on Bil ingue y ESL 
Ti tu 1 o de 1 
Programa: 
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AUTORIZACION 
Experimento del Programa Blllngue/ESL 
"Una Comparacion de la Metodologia de 
ESL y la Educaclon Bllingue" y 
"Los efectos de la adquislcion de la 
habilldad del idioma Ingles" 
YO, EL PADRE/GUARDIAN DE ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
MENOR, DE ~~ANOS DE EDAD DE PRIMER 0 TERCER GRADO. 
AUTORIZO LA PARTICIPACION EN EL PROYECTO CONDUCIDO POR 
MARLENE KALMM, SUPERVISORA DE LOS PROGRAMAS DE EDUCACION 
BILINGUE Y ESL DE LAS ESCUELAS PUBLICAS DE WAUKEGAN, 
DISTRITO #60. 
ENTIENDO QUE NO HAY NINGUN RIESGO Y QUE PUEDO SACAR AL 
NINO/A DE ESTE PROYECTO A CUALQUIER MOMENTO SIN NINGUN 
PROBLEMA. 
FIRMA DEL PADRE/GUARDIAN 
SlJ,....ARY Of THE L\59 ADMINISTRATION Alf) SCllRll«> PROC£0t.fl£S 
·---· - - - ~·--- .. -·-···-"··-·-·-----·-----
-
LAS• SlllSCALES INSTRUCTIONS FOA ADHINISTRATIOH SCORING PROCEOtJIES 
--- Ml•l-1 Paire and PhOii-• ere ocored sl•ul hneausl y 
Gonerol Tho LAS• Is le;> bo lndlvlduelly ad•lnlstered. Appro•h•ately 20 •lnutes with tho ad•lnlstrotlon of the test. Lexlcal, C:C.pr• 
should bo allocated for testing each studont. The LAS• •ust bo ed•lnls- ll•nslon abd Production era scored after the test h 
tered In e quiet ..-.a. Th• LAS- uy be ed•lnstereJ by <>iiYlchool per- given. It h •tr .. aly l11portent thef the lndlvlduel 
sonnel 111 who ere qual 11 led to work with students and 121 who speak th• who score the Orel Product IOll bo .. 11 trained end 
longu~ge to bo tested lluently ond es a first language. have obtelned on acceptablaleval of rellabllltr as 
discussed In the Scoring end l•terpretetlOll .._nual. 
I. Mlnl••I Pairs The ••••Iner should say In the appropriate language something Ilk•, 111•1-I Paire and Piion-i - Merk only the lt•I 
•rou•ro going to hear two words on the tape end I want you to tel I • that are felled by enterlll\l • check •ark adjacent to 
II thor sound the S•• or di lf•rant ,• The ••Miner should IHI frH to t ha It• nUOlbar , 
paraphrase or translate the Instructions. At this point th• cassette After ed•lnhtrallon of the test the raw score 
•ar be turned on, the ••pies llstened to, end testing begun. CnUMber correct) wll I bo entered In the rew score 
bow. Converted Scores as shown In the Scorllltl 9lld 
l11tarpratet1 ... ...,,.,., , ere entered In th• Scorl:1 
Calculotlon Bo.es on the back ol tho Student Tes 
Booklet. 
Ill, Phon .... s When the student 11 reedy say SOM•th Ing llke. "I wont you to say 
(repeatJ ••act Ir what you hear on th• tape. for ••..,pie: If you heor 
..£!...!.., you say •cat.• If you hear "It's reining," you say •• . " 
- L•lall - :icora es correcl any appropriate r11ponH, 
II. l••lcal The l••lcal section should be arranged so the student can HSlly IM the Sea ••pies glv•n In How to Adlllal1tw tlle LA,. end 
drewlngs, bpleln thet th• student II to n-• th• object repr•Hnted by the Scorl .. elld t11twprehtl011 .._•uel, After edMln-
each drowln,: "I'• going to point to • picture ond I •ant you tu tell lstretlon ol test, enter n• •nd converted scores 
•• whet It s.• Write down the student's response under th• drawing, end transfer Converted Score to Scoring Colculetlon 
Bo• on back of Student Test Booklet, 
IV. Sentence 
turn ro fhe c-prehanslon secflon •nd arrange t>OO•l•t so uucten1 can 
H• the drewlngs, Ser -•thing 1 lk•: •we have soe• oor• pictures After ed•lnlstretlon of the entire test, rew score 
Conlprehens Ion hare, I want you to listen to the tape and then point to the picture end converted score should bo entered In bo••• et 
lor put on •x• on the picture) that goes with (or bast describes! whet the and ol section, then transfer Converted Score to 
rou hear.• Turn on the top• pl•r•r. Either ••Iner or student can Scorl:Y Colculotlon Bo• on bock ol Student Test 
••rk the •x.• Bookie , 
v. Oral Turn to the Production section, Arreny• Storr Picture Sheet so only 4 The scoring of the Orel Production section should be 
Production pictures can bo seen, Sor SOM•thlng I ke: Wa•r• going to hear • story done by prollc I •nt native speakers of the language 
I Story-ratel I Ing about these pictures, I wont you to 11 sten very careful Ir becausa alter being tMted, The responses ore scored on a 5-polnt 
H listen to It, I went you to tell .,.; whet happened.• Turn Oii th• tap• 1c1la within each age group, Baceus• of develop .. n-
player, After hearing the story, ask student to retell It In his/her tel affects on language acquisition, scoring •Ult be 
o•n words. Write down verbetl• In the Tut Booklet .. actly what the done on the bases of conparlson within the correct 
student soys. •11• group, ha•ples of the five LAS- levels ol oral 
production are given In the Scor Int end l•twprate-
tlOll ......... 
It Is a11entl el that an acceptable l""•I of rel lo-
blllty be established between those scoring this 
section, 
VI. Wr It ten 1-edlately loll11t1lng the student's retell Ing ol section Y, give the r ·ttt .. Product I ... h scored according to th• s•• 
Product Ion student the appropriate pictures and • shHt ol llned paper, Tall th• 5-polnt ocel• used for Orel Production. The score 
COpt lonol 1 student rou would Ilk• hl•/her to write down what happened In the story Is not Included •.i the scoring celculatlon but .,.y 
•S closely es 1/h• can r--b•r It. A quiet space should be provided b• uMd H 1 fu• ther dlt0enslon ol the $1udent 1 s over 
for th• student. . .. lenouaoe o· of le I ency, 
Observ•tlons At so.o point followlng the tasting session, the teacher or -• other An Observation retlng Is obtained by adding the nu-
COptlonoll 1duJt Cother then the .... 1nerl should 1111 out the Observation for• b•r clrclid and dividing by 10. 
con olned In the lA99 Scorl!!.L anti l11tere!etetlon .._nuel, . _ __ 
-- -......- .. --
--
-------
--
--
oo•s All> DON'TS 
-a• 
DO read Hool to Adlol•later the LA,.. 
DO practice (with t•lly, friends. etc.I 
before actual Ir ed•lnl 1terlng the LA99. 
OON'T ed•lnlstar the LAS- In a clessro .. or 
an area where the student wl 11 have heard 
th• taped u .. s previous to t>elng tested, 
DON'T forget to use th• eud Io cassette ... 
so the t"t wl 11 be fair for ""aryona, 
DO •aka sure that th• tape can be heard 
~· orget tu Ill I In the 10 lnfonutlon 
on the front of the Student Test Bookl at, 
.. ,,,, .. , r .. ,.. 
DO be sure th• student understands what Is 
required. 
DO •ark only Incorrect responses, 
DO stup the tap• end rep l•r an I taa 11 5tu-
dent didn't hear It, 
.. --· Do score th• student only on the under I lned 
phon•H In each 11 ... 
DO •ark th• 11 .. as Incorrect II the stu-
dent •I 11e1 one of th• two under II ned ltaas 
111 th• 1•ntanca, 
LblC81 
DO probe II th• student glvH on lneppro-
prlet• responH such H •anl-.1• Instead ol 
•dog• or •puppy,• •fruit• Instead of • .. 1-
on• or •weta111elon,• or provldH • label In 
• lanaueoe other then the on• being tested, 
DON'T hesitate to stop the tap• or r•pley 
an It• II It's too fast for the student, 
DON'T plar th• 1tory 11>re then once. 
DO UM probe quas tlons II student doesn 1 t 
produce eppro•l••tely 50 words, 
DO write down the responses verbotl•. 
DON'T accept rHponH• given co.flat.Ir In 
a lang1199• other than the one 6i ng felted, 
DO revlw th Instructions •nd crlt•r• tor 
scoring given In th• Scorl119 •lld l•terpr•t• 
ti• ...... a1. 
DO be sur• the scor Ing h done by we I I 
trained, proficient speakers ol the Ian-
guog• being t11ted, 
DO be sure en acceptable lenl of rellobll-
lty h estobll shed betwHn scorers, 
J)I 
ltJ 
ltJ 
tz:I 
2! 
tj 
t-f 
x 
J)I 
I 
< 
APPENDIX A-VI 
CALIFORNIA [Qi] 
ACH\EVEMENT 
TESTS Forms C and D 
Class 
Managemenr 
Guide 
A Teacher's Guide 
to Interpreting and Using 
Test I nformat1on 
Levels 10-19 
CTB/ McGraw-Hill 
Monterey. California 
(THIS IS AN EXCERPT FROM THE McGRAW HILL GUIDE 
REPRODUCED FOR RESEARCH REFERENCE ONLY.) 
179 
APPENDIX A-VI continued 
OVERVIEW OF CAT C AND D 
The California Achievemmt Tests, Forms C and D (CAT C and D) 
combines the imponant uses of norm-referenced tests with the objec-
tives-based iriformation of criterion-referenced tests. Norm-refermced. 
tests are used to determine how well students are performing in 
relation to other students of a similar age and background: they also 
give schooi personnel some assistance in judging the strengths and 
weaknesses of their curricula. Critenon-refenmced. tests offer informa-
tion on individual and group mastery of specified objectives. 
CAT C and D measures achievement in the areas of prereading, read-
ing, spelling, language, mathematics. and reference skills. CAT C and 
D also includes a dual standardization of CAT and the Shorr Form Test 
of Academic Aptitude (SFTAA) to provide anticipated achievement. 
Because CAT C and D was standardized at two diffenmt periods of the 
year using the same students. realistic normative data for any period 
of the school year can be provided. 
CAT C and D is a series of test batteries designed to measure the 
achievement of students from the beginning of kinderganen through 
the twelfth grade. There are ten overiappmg levels in Form C (Levels 
10-19) and seven in Form D (Levels 13-19). The levels and recom-
mended grade ranges are as foilows: 
Leve! 10 K.O - K.9 Leve! 15 4.6 - 5.9 
Leve! 11 K.6- 1.9 Leve! 16 5.6 - 6.9 
Leve! 12 1.6 - 2.9 Leve! 17 6.6 - i.9 
Leve! 13 2.6 - 3.9 Level 18 7.6 - 9.9 
Leve! 14 3.6 - 4.9 Leve! 19 9.6 - 12.9 
Levels 10. 11, and 12 are available only in Form C because students 
show such rapid growth in the primary grades that successive levels 
of the same form usually provide better measurement for retesting 
than alternate forms of the same level. 
The numerous levels of CAT C and D provide two imponant advan-
tages over many standardized achievement tests: (1) they make it 
easier to use the tests in functional level testing, and (2) they give 
increased coverage of curricular material at a panicular grade level. 
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Functional level testing (testing each student with materials of ap-
propriate difficulty) was an imponant concern in the development of 
CAT C and D. Test materials were designed so that schools could 
select the level of CAT/C or CAT/D that would best measure the 
achievement of each student. It is recommended that Levels 10-13 not 
be administered simultaneouslv since most of the material must be 
read aloud by the examiner. HC:,wever. all of the other test levels are 
designed to be administered in anv combination that a school finds 
necessary. This flexibility maximizes the usefulness of test results 
and minimizes student frustration. 
To facilitate functional level testing with CAT C and D. brief. optional 
locator tests are available. Locator Test l is designed to be used in 
Grades l through 6, and Locator Test 2 is designed to be used in 
Grades 6 through 12. Results from the appropriate locator test can 
be an aid in selecting the best level of CAT C and D for each student 
in a class. 
Close correspondence between test levels and grades provides greater 
coverage of the content. The narrow grade range for each level of CAT 
C and D makes it possible to measure more of the skills taught in a 
given grade. The items (test questions) within each level were se-
lected and organized according to those skills. 
Development of CAT C and D began with the planning and writing of 
objectives. These objectives were developed by reviewing state and 
city curriculum guides. major textbooks. and the objectives of two 
criterion-referenced testing programs produced by CTB/McGraw-
Hill: the Prescriptive Reading inventory and the Diagnostic Mathemat-
ics J nvencory. 
CAT C and D objectives are called cacegory ob;ecrives since each 
objective represents a category of skills. For example. Inferred Mean-
ing is a category objective in the Reading Comprehension test. Items 
for this objective measure a student's ability to understand mam 
idea. conclusion. and cause and effect. 
Once a set of category objectives was established. guidelines were 
developed concerning the number of items needed to measure each 
category objecuve and the kinds of items necessary to cover the 
specific skills. Vocabularv difficultv was controlled for each level and 
content area by reviewing" A Revis~d Core Vocabulary: A Basic Vocab-
ularv for Grades 1-8, An Advanced Vocabularv for Grades 9-13."1 In 
ceading. the difficulty and length of passage~ also were controlled 
by the use of readability formulas (see Part 2). 
All textual and other stimulus materials were required to cover a 
variety of topics to appeal to different student interests at the appro-
priate levels and to measure a range of skills. There was an effort to 
represent the types of subject matter materials commonly found in 
classrooms. 
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A staff of professional item writers. most of them experienced 
teachers. wrote items according to specified guidelines. Entirely new 
items were written for all levels with the exception of Level 10. This 
level is a measure of prereading skills and early familiarity with 
mathematics. Items selected for Level 10 were adapted from the 
Comprehensive Tesrs of Basic Skills. Form S, Level A. 
For the tryout edition. many more items were written than could be 
used for the final edition in order to give a better selection. All items 
were reviewed to make sure that the items accurately measured skills 
in a specified objective. Revisions were made when necessary. · 
All approved items were published in the tryout edition. Each item 
was tested in at least three adjacent grade levels to provide informa-
tion on growth. item difficulty. and appropriate grade level. All 
teachers who administered the tryout edition were asked to fill out a 
questionnaire concerning the contents of the test and the instruc-
tions. Their comments were an imponant guide in revising material 
for the standardization edition. 
All items in the tryout were also reviewed for racial. ethnic. and sex 
bias. Women and men who hold responsible positions in the edu-
cational communny and belong to various ethnic groups reviewed 
the items and noted any apparent content bias in language. subject 
matter. and the overall representation of people. In addition. CTB/ 
McGraw-Hill conducted statistical research to identify any items 
that appeared to have racial bias and eliminated or revised the items 
as necessary. 
Items were also reviewed to ensure that they met the requirements of 
the "Guidelines for Equal Treatment of the Sexes in McGraw-Hill 
Book Companv Publicauons": and McGraw-Hill's" :\1ultiethnic Pub-
lishing Guidelines.·· 1 
Data from the tryout edition were analvzed and items were selected 
for the standardizauon edition. Items from the tryout formed a pool 
for both Form C and Form D. Items selected were required to: 
• give good coverage of an objective (A minimum of four items are 
included for each objective tested at any given level.); 
• provide a wide range of difficulty; 
• meet the requirements for reducing bias: 
• cover a variety of topic areas (As much as possible. materials used 
within levels are of different types and reflect different subject 
matter.); and 
• demonstrate growth (Items were placed in the grade level that 
appeared most appropriate based on student performance and 
improvement from one grade to the next.). 
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The standardization of CAT C and D was designed to provide national 
norms for both fall and spring testing. Standardization testing was 
done in the fall of 1976 with Form C and in the spring of 1977 with 
both Form C and Form D. For more discussion of the standardization 
procedures. see the Test Coordinator's Handbook. 
After standardization was completed. the final edition of CAT C and 
D. including ancillary materials and technical data, was published. 
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Table 2 
ITEM CLASSIF!CATlON FOR LEVEL 11, CAT/C 
TEST/CATEGORY OBJECTIVE 
TEST 1 PHONIC ANALYSIS 
17 Single Consonants 
18 Consonant Clusters 
19 Consonant Digraphs 
22 Shon Vowels 
23 Long Vowels/Vowel Combinations 
TEST 2 READING VOCABUIARY 
30 Categorv (Oral Definition) 
31 Same Meaning lOral Definition) 
32 Same Meaning 
TEST 3 READING COMPREHENSION 
Literal 
~tence Meaning 
36 Recall of Facts 
lnten>retive 
37 Inferreci Meaning/Character Analvsis 
TEST 4 LANGUAGE EXPRESSION 
Usa2e 
SS""N'Ouns 
57 Pronouns 
58 Verbs 
59 Adiecuves 
TEST! \IA.THEMATICS COMPUTATION 
69 Addition 
70 Subtracuon 
TEST 6 \IA.THEMATICS CONCEPTS AND APPLICATIONS 
73 Numeration 
75 Number and Set Theory 
76 Number Sentences 
80 Common Scales 
86 Geometry/ Measurement/Graphs 
ITEMS 
1. 2. 12. 13. 14 
6-10 
3.4,5.11.15 
16. 18. 19. 22. 24 
17. 20. 21. 23. 25 
1-5 
6-10 
11-l 5 
1-8 
9, 11. 12. 13, 14. 15. 17 
10, 16. 18. 19. 20 
4, 7, 9, 13. 17 
2. 5, 6, 14. 15 
10, 12. 16. 19. 20 
1.3.8.11.18 
1-10 
11-20 
I, 12. 30. 35. 36 
2.9.13.15.19.24.25.26. 
28,31 
7, 11. 17.22.27.29.33 
3, 6, 14. 16. 18. 32. 34 
4, 5. 8, 10. 20. 21. 23 
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APPENDIX A-VI continued 
Tobie 3 
ITEM CLASSIFICATION FOR LEVEL 12. CATIC. AND LEVEL 13. CAT CANO 0 
ITEMS 
TEST/CATEGORY OBJECTIVE I iivEL 12 iivEL ll LEVELll F.mC i:-c F-D 
TEST l PHONIC ANALYSIS 
20 Variant Single eon-nu 3,4,6. a.10 
21 Co-tCluacas1Dip-apha 1,2 • .5. 7,9 l-5 1-5 
23 Long VowelslVowei Combinauona 12.14. 15. 16. 18. 19. 
20. 21. 23 
24 Shon Vowels/Vowel Combinauona 11.13.17,22.24.2.5 
2.5 Shon. 1.ong Vo-lslVowel Combinauona 6. 7. 8. 10. 13 6. 7. 9, 10. 14 
26 Diphthonp 9, 11.12.14.15 I 8.11.12.13.15 27 Vanant Vowels/Vowel Comb1nauona 16-20 16-20 
TEST2 STllUCTUJLU. ANALYSIS 
28 Compound WordaJSyllablestContracuona 1-6 1-6 1-6 
29 Base WordalAffiaes 7.11 7-11 7-1 I 
TEST3 READING VOCABUIARY 
32 Same Malling 1-1 1-5 1-5 
33 Oppoaue Meaning 9-15 6-10 6-10 
34 Multimeamnc 11-15 1 l-15 
TEST4 READING COMl'llEHENSION 
Literal 
~oiFacu I, .5. 8. 12.19. 20 12.14.17.23.24 11. 12. 18. 21. 23 
lnteniret1ve 
38 lnterreo Meaning 3. 4, 6. 10. 11. 16. 11.15.19.20.22. 13. 14. 17. 19. 22. 
17. 18 2.5. 27 24.26 
39 Character Analva•• 2. 7. 9.13.14. 15 13. 16. 18. 21. 26 15. 16. 20. 2.5. 27 
I 
40 Figurauve l...anguqe 0-10 I 0-10 
Critical I 
41 ReaiJUnreal Elemen11 1·5 I 1-5 
TEST! Sl'EU.JNG 
.u Consonant PhonemestGraDhemes ... 6. 9. 12. 17 4, 10. 14. 18 5. 8. 13. 15 
45 Vowel Ph-mea1Graphemes 3.13.16.19 2 • .5. 8. 13. 16. 20 I. 2. 9, 10. 12. 17 
46 MCJ111hennc Unit• 7, 10.1.5.20 7. 11.15.19 ... 6. 18. 20 
Correct Words. I, 2 . .5. !I. 11. 14. Ill I. 3. 6. 9. 12. 17 3. 7. 11. 14. 16. 19 
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APPENDIX A-VI continued 
Tobie 3 (continued) 
ITEMS 
TEST/CATEGORY OBJECTIVI!. 
LEVEl.12 LEVEl.13 LEVEJ.13 
ir.mc FanllC FanllD 
TEST6 LANGUAGE llECHANICS 
Ca"italization 
47 l/~Nouna 2.3. 7.9 3.4,6,8.10 1.4.6,8.10 
49 Bqinn1n1 Words I, 4,6, 8 
50 Bqinn1n1 Words/Titles 1,5. 7, 9 2.5. 7. 9 
Punctuation 
51 EndMarU II. 12. 14, 16 12. 15. 16. 19 11. 15. 17, 20 
53 Comma 13.15.17.19,20 II, 14, 17. 18, 20 12. 13. 16, 18. 19 
Correct Sentences• 5, 10, 18 2.13 3, 14 
TEST7 LANGUAGE EXPRESSION 
Usa11e 
~
56 Irregular Noww Verbs I, 5, 11. 13. 16 
57 Pronouns 2.4. 7.15.19 2.5.7.12.16 2. 6, 9, 13. 18 
58 Verbs 8. 10. 12.11.20 3.8. 10. 15.20 7, II, 15, 19. 20 
59 Adjecuves 3, 6, 9, 14, 18 6, 11. 14. 17. 19 3. 8, 10. 12. 16 
Sentence Structure 
60 Subjecw Verbs 21-26 21-26 
61 Mociifving Words 1.4.9,13.18 I. 4, 5. 14, 17 
TESTI MATllEllAnCS COllPUTAnON 
69 Addition 1-10 l, 2. 13. 14, 15. 16. l. 2. 13. 14. 15, 16, 
29.30.31.32 29.30.31.32 
70 Subtraction 11-20 3.4.17.18.19.20. I 3. 4. 17. 18. 19. 20. 
33,34,35.36 33.34.35.36 
71 Multi"licauon 21-26 5,6. 7.8.21.22.23. \ 5.6. 7.8.21.22.23. 
24.37,38 24.37.38 
72 Division 9, 10. 11. 12. 25. 26. 9. 10. 11. 12. 25. 26. 
27.28.39,40 I 27.28.39.40 
TESTt MATllEllAnCS CONCEPTS AND 
APPLICATIONS 
73 Numerauon 5, 6. 10. 12. 14. 21. l,18.26.27.29 1.8.22.33.42 
23,30.37 
74 Number Th_., 4,9, 12.31,40 3, 10.20.27.34 
75 Number and Set Th_., 1. 2. 4, 11. 16. 19. 
21,39,40 
79 Number Sentencal~1es 8,22.25.27.29.32.34 3.21.33.35.38,45 12.18.28.29.35.43 
80 Common Scales 3, 13. 15. 17. 18.20.24 13. 15. 34, 36. 37 7,9,21.30.36 
81 Geometry 2.5. 8, 14. 21 2. 4, ll. 31. 39 
82 Measurement 11. 19. 20, 22. 39, 13. 14. 19. 23. 26. 
41,44 40,41 
84 Gra"hs 6,7. 16. 17.24.25. 5, 6. 16. 17. 24. 25. 
42,43 37,38 
85 Measurement/Gra"h• 7,9.26,31.33.35. 
36,38 
88 Storv Problems 10.23.30.32 15.32.44.45 
APPENDIX B 
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APPENDIX B-I 
Grade 1 - AN COVA of Post test Scores - CAT - Reading Total 
by Pretest Scores and Treatment Group 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 273.37 1 273.37 6.15 0.015 
Treatment 81. 74 3 27.24 0.61 0.609 
Explained 355.11 4 88.77 1.99 0.104 
APPENDIX B-II 
Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Post test Scores CAT - Phonic Analysis 
by Pretest Scores and Treatment Group 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 0.13 l 0.13 0.01 0.975 
Treatment 24.63 3 8. 21 8.21 0.531 
Explained 24.76 4 6.19 6.19 0.694 
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APPENDIX B-III 
Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Vocabulary by 
Pretest Scores and Treatment Group 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 27.91 1 27.91 4.28 0.042 
Treatment 38.48 3 12.81 1.97 0.126 
Explained 66.40 4 16.60 2.55 0.046 
APPENDIX B-IV 
Grade 3 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Vocabulary by 
Pretest Scores and Treatment Group 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 97.25 1 97. 25 13.85 o.ooo 
Treatment 24.88 3 8.29 1.18 0.323 
Explained 122.13 4 30.53 4.34 0.003 
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APPENDIX B-V 
Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Language by 
Pretest Scores and Treatment Group 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 1.10 1 1.10 0.18 0.665 
Treatment 31. 95 3 10.65 1.81 0.152 
Explained 33.06 4 8.26 1.40 0.240 
APPENDIX B-VI 
Grade 3 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Language by 
Pretest Scores and Treatment Group 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 557.23 1 557.23 14.73 o.ooo 
Treatment 219.89 3 73.29 1.93 0.131 
Explained 777.12 4 194.28 5.13 0.001 
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APPENDIX B-VII 
Grade 3 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Language Expression 
by Pretest Scores and Treatment Group 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 290.75 1 290.75 15.41 0.000 
Treatment 43.89 3 14.63 0.77 0.511 
Explained 334.64 4 83.66 4.43 0.003 
APPENDIX B-VIII 
Grade 1 ADCOVA of Post test Scores - CAT - Math Computation 
by Pretest Scores and Treatment Group 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 173.37 1 173.37 14. 16 0.000 
Treatment 67. 58 3 22.52 1. 84 0.147 
Explained 240.95 4 60.24 4.92 0.001 
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APPENDIX B-IX 
Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Math Concepts and 
Application by Pretest Scores and Treatment Group 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 814.14 1 815.14 45.12 o.ooo 
Treatment 92.84 3 30.94 1.71 0.172 
Explained 907.98 4 226.99 12.56 0.000 
APPENDIX B-X 
Grade 3 - ANCOVA of Post test Scores - CAT - Math Computation 
by Pretest Scores and Treatment Group 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 460.00 1 460.00 10.99 0.000 
Treatment 47.09 3 15.69 0.37 0.771 
Explained 507.09 4 126.77 3.03 0.023 
APPENDIX C 
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APPENDIX C-I 
Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - LAS(E) Test - Oral 
English Proficiency by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous 
Schooling and Years in the U.S. 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. 
Covariate-Pretest 4598.28 1 4598.28 60.32 
Treatment 1461. 17 3 487.05 6.38 
Previous Schooling 77.06 2 38.53 0.50 
Years in the U.S. 141.27 2 70.63 0.92 
Explained 6896.33 9 766.25 10.05 
APPENDIX C-II 
Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Language 
Expression by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous 
Schooling and Years in the U.S. 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. 
Covariate-Pretest 5.77 1 5.77 0.99 
Tre-:ltment 42.25 3 14.80 2.43 
Previous Schooling 22.10 2 11. 05 1. 90 
Years in the U.S. 19.33 2 9.66 1. 66 
Explained 68.07 9 7.56 1. 30 
of F 
0.000 
0.001 
0.605 
0.401 
0.000 
of F 
0.322 
0.072 
0.156 
0.196 
0.250 
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APPENDIX C-III 
Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Total Reading 
by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous Schooling 
and Years in the U.S. 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 115.55 1 115.55 2.64 0.109 
Treatment 56.64 3 18.88 0.43 0.731 
Previous Schooling 103.94 2 51.97 1.18 0.311 
Years in the U.S. 29.46 2 14.73 0.33 0.715 
Explained 627.40 9 69.71 1. 59 0.134 
Grade 1 - A NC OVA of Post test Scores - CAT - Phonic Analysis 
by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous Schooling 
and Years in the U.S. 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 1. 88 1 1. 88 0.17 0.673 
Treatment 11. 05 3 3.68 0.35 0.789 
Previous Schooling 25.07 2 12.53 1.19 0.309 
Years in the U.S. 11.77 2 5.88 0.56 0.573 
Explained 121.61 9 13.51 1. 28 0.260 
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APPENDIX C-III cont'd 
Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Vocabulary 
by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous Schooling 
and Years in the U.S. 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 17.13 1 17.13 2.88 0.094 
Treatment 24.71 3 8.23 1. 38 0.253 
Previous Schooling 56.21 2 28.11 4.73 0.072 
Years in the U.S. 6.81 2 3.40 0.57 0.566 
Explained 139.36 9 15.48 2.61 0.012 
Grade 1 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Comprehension 
by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous Schooling 
and Years in the U.S. 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 13.94 1 13.94 2.26 0.137 
Treatment 33.01 3 11. 00 1.78 0.158 
Previous Schooling 7.23 2 3.61 0.58 0.559 
Years in the U.S. 10.53 2 5.26 0.85 0.430 
Explained 103.39 9 11.48 1.86 0.072 
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APPENDIX C-IV 
Grade 3 - ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - LAS(E) Test - Oral 
English Proficiency by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous 
Schooling and Years in the U.S. 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 3377.63 1 3377.63 87.63 o.ooo 
Treatment 854.23 3 284.74 7.38 o.ooo 
Previous Schooling 150.48 3 50.16 1. 30 0.281 
Years in the U.S. 200.36 4 50.09 1. 30 0.279 
Explained 6630.80 12 552.56 14.33 0.000 
APPENDIX C-V 
Grade 3 ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Language Expression 
by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous Schooling 
and Years in the U.S. 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 156.46 1 156.46 7.54 0.008 
Treatment 24.38 3 8.12 0.39 0.759 
Previous Schooling 13.53 3 4.51 0.21 0.884 
Explained 359.26 12 29.93 1. 44 0.169 
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APPENDIX c-v cont'd 
Grade 3 ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Language Mechanics 
Proficiency by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous Schooling 
and Years in the U.S. 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 31. 49 1 31. 49 3.47 0.067 
Treatment 94.73 3 31. 57 3.48 0.020 
Previous Schooling 27.04 3 9.01 0.99 0.401 
Years in the U.S. 13.66 4 3.41 0.37 0.824 
Explained 222.85 12 18.57 2.05 0.033 
Grade 3 ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Language Spelling 
by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous Schooling 
and Years in the U.S. 
Source SS df r11s F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 11.73 1 11.73 2.23 0.139 
Treatment 75.51 3 25.17 4.80 0.004 
Previous Schooling 28.51 3 9.50 1. 81 0.153 
Years in the U.S. 28.61 4 7.15 1. 36 0.256 
Explained 167.46 12 13.95 2.66 0.006 
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APPENDIX C-VI 
Grade 3 ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Reading Vocabulary 
by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous Schooling 
and Years in the U.S. 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 45.38 1 45.38 5.78 0.019 
Treatment 33.62 3 11. 20 1. 52 0.215 
Previous Schooling 15.38 3 5.12 0.69 0.556 
Years in the U.S. 17.83 4 4.46 0.60 0.658 
Explained 157.53 12 13.12 1. 79 0.068 
Grade 3 ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Reading Compre-
hension by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous Schooling 
and Years in the U.S. 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 403.34 1 403.34 19.20 0.000 
Treatment 125.56 3 41.85 1. 99 0.123 
Previous Schooling 16.95 3 5.65 0.26 0.847 
Years in the U.S. 67.87 4 16.97 0.80 0.525 
Explained 871.88 12 72.65 3.45 0.001 
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APPENDIX C-VI cont'd 
Grade 3 ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Reading 
by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous Schooling 
and Years in the U.S. 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 2146.97 1 2146.97 28.27 0.000 
Treatment 599.67 3 199.89 2.63 0.057 
Previous Schooling 60.45 3 20.15 0.26 0.850 
Years in the U.S. 298.84 4 74.71 0.98 0.422 
Explained 5543.69 12 461.97 6.08 0.000 
Grade 3 ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Phonic Analysis 
by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous Schooling 
and Ye~rs in the U.S. 
Source SS df ~s F Value Sig. of F 
Cov~riate-Pretest 119.69 1 119.69 13.06 0.001 
Treatment 74.15 3 24.71 2.69 0.053 
Previous Schooling 14.17 3 4.72 0.51 0.673 
Years in the U.S. 27.70 4 6.92 0.75 0.558 
Explained 416.05 12 34.67 3.78 0.000 
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APPENDIX C-VI cont'd 
Grade 3 ANCOVA of Posttest Scores - CAT - Structural 
Analysis by Pretest Scores, Treatment, Previous Schooling 
and Years in the U.S. 
Source SS df MS F Value Sig. of F 
Covariate-Pretest 0.48 1 0.48 0.12 0.726 
Treatment 73.55 3 24.51 6.26 0.001 
Previous Schooling 15.44 3 5.14 1. 31 0.277 
Years in the U.S. 25.12 4 6.28 1. 60 0.183 
Explained 171.10 12 14. 25 3.64 0.000 
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